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ABSTRACT
Two studies were conducted as part of this research effort. 
The purpose of these studies was to determine the effects of 
assessor and assessee gender, ethnicity, and assessment role 
on performance observation ratings. Study I was Causal 
Comparative in nature and involved analyzing actual 
performance observation ratings received on the Louisiana 
Teacher Assessment Instruments (LTA1). Study II was an 
experimental study and involved analyzing experimentally 
manipulated, teacher-performance-observation ratings received 
on an instrument entitled "Survey of Effective Teaching 
Behavior." The data were collected in the spring of 1995 and 
expand upon the findings of Study I .
There were essentially three different issues of bias to 
be addressed. Issue I addressed gender bias, Issue II 
addressed ethnicity bias, and Issue III addressed role- 
related bias within the assessment ratings, that is, Issue 
III examined the prevalence of bias attributable to the "type 
of "role" assumed by the assessors within the assessment 
context .
Study I results indicate significant main effects of 
assessee gender. Female assessees scored higher than male 
assessees on all components. The results also indicate that 
some differences in assessment ratings are attributable to 
assessee/assessee ethnicity. Caucasian assessees had 
consistently higher ratings than African-American assessees,
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regardless of assessor ethnicity. Results regarding Role 
Bias indicated that only in one of the eight components are 
the differences in assessment ratings attributable to 
assessor role. In addition, those assessors assuming the role 
of principal give higher ratings, yet master teachers have a 
slightly higher overall mean component rating.
It is concluded that despite some statistically 
significant effects, magnitude of bias due to gender, 
ethnicity, or role was small. However, it is methodologically 
important that we examine the possibility of gender, 
ethnicity, or role biases that may devalue assessment 
results. As the nation moves toward teacher assessment 
systems that rely on observational rating performances, we 
must be prepared to extrapolate true assessment ratings from 
those that are confounded by bias. Differences in assessment 
results are tolerable but only if they are n;t the result of 
gender, ethnicity, or role biases rather than due to true 
differences in assessees' performance.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
The teaching profession is in the midst of dramatic 
reform. The impetus for this reform is the growing public 
discontent over the quality of education in the nation's 
schools (Tanner, 1993). As part of the reform, efforts are 
undertaken to ensure that there is a high quality of 
education in the schools across the country. Widespread 
changes are being proposed regarding the ways teachers are 
educated, trained, evaluated and certified. At the forefront 
of these changes are programs of induction and evaluation for 
beginning teachers. These programs were developed for the 
enhancement and improvement of teaching in s c h o o l s .
The attention to beginning teachers can be attributed to 
research over the past two decades (e.g., Ryan, 1979; Tisher, 
1978) that has found that the first year of teaching is 
critical and is often a difficult transition period in 
teacher development (Hoffman et al, 1986). In a
comprehensive study of beginning teaching, McDonald (1980) 
repor t e d :
For most teachers, the initial experiences of 
teaching are traumatic events out of which they 
emerge defeat? l, depressed, constrained or with 
a sense of efficacy, confidence and growing 
sureness in teaching skills.(p.5)
McDonald also speaks of beginning teachers as "abandoned" by
the institutions where they received their preservice
training. They also are considered "peers" to all other
teachers and by their employers. They have traditionally been 
left to their own devices to endure the first few years of 
teaching alone.
The reform movement, as it relates to beginni ng 
teachers, is implemented primarily through policy initiatives 
at the state level. Few local school district policy makers 
and administrators are given the responsibility of devising 
and implementing methods of teacher evaluation. In 1980, 
there were only five district-supported programs for 
beginning teachers, of which two were at developmental stages 
(Hoffman et al, 1986). A more recent survey indicated that 
more than 65% of all school districts in the United States 
have instituted some type of standardized teacher appraisal 
system (Katims & Henderson, 1990).
At the time of Hoffman's study (1980), only one state, 
Georgia, was active in the area of induction and evaluation 
of beginning teachers; since that time numerous states have 
become active in this arena. Eight years ago a national 
survey of state activity in programs for beginning teachers 
identified 18 states with programs in advanced planning 
stages and 4 states with operat ional programs (Defino & 
Hoffman, 1986). Among those states were Georgia, Florida, 
Connecticut, Arizona, and Texas. All have mandated large- 
scale standardized teacher-performance-appraisal systems as 
a part of efforts to reform and improve education in those 
states (Greenfield, 1987).
To investigate the phenomenon of Competency Assessment, 
Sandefur (1983) conducted four annual surveys of the 50 
states to provide data for analyzing nationwide trends in 
competency assessment of teachers. Ten years ago, the 
findings indicated that most state plans for teacher- 
competency assessment included testing one or more areas of 
basic skills, professional or pedagogical skills, and 
academic k n owledge. The testing took place at the entry 
level, admission to the teacher-education program, or prior 
to certification. At that time, a growing number of states 
had began to require an internship or beginning teacher year 
with adequate assessment before initial certification was 
awarded. Sandefur’s data analysis found that state competency 
assessment of programs grew rapidly over the prior six years 
and will continue to increase. He also indicated that 
continuing trends emphasizing testing in the basic skill 
areas will be used for certification p u r p o s e s . Data also 
indicated that fewer states were using legislative action to 
mandate competency assessment of teachers; instead more 
states were relying on the regulations of their state 
departments of education.
Currently, there is an increased demand for the 
identification of competent teachers within school systems 
across the nation. This demand, coupled with the availability 
of research and assessment instruments, led to the 
development of large-scale teacher-assessment systems which
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were legislatively enacted in such states as Arkansas, 
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, 
Missouri, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
and Virginia (Chauvin & Ellett, 1991; Ellett 1990) . As many 
as 18 states utilized evaluation systems that were designed 
to include "on the job" assessment for purposes of teacher 
certification, merit pay, career ladders, and professional 
development (Association of Teacher Educators, 1988: Chauvin 
et al., 1991; United States Department of Education, 1987). 
If this trend continues, other states will follow their lead.
At the heart of these beginning teacher-evaluation 
programs are classroom-observation systems designed for 
certification or employment decisions. Any system relying on 
observation as a mechanism for rating performance might be 
affected by the limits inherent in observational methods. 
Observational methods are advantageous due to the wealth of 
d escriptive information they provide, but there are some 
pronounced limitations.
Basic Terminology
Before the limitations of observation can be discussed, 
a review of associated terminology from the research 
literature must be discussed. The term observation refers to 
a form of data collection which results in detailed 
descriptions of p e o p l e ’s activities, behaviors, actions and 
the full range of interpersonal interactions that are part of 
observable human experience (Patton, 1990). These detailed
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descriptions can be the result of "systematic" observation, 
in which a trained observer employs a predefined observation 
form (Borg & Gall, 1989). The observer must remain alert and 
attentive, constantly noticing and perceiving activity as it 
occurs. In most educational research textbooks and journals, 
the term "observer" is often used interchangeably with the 
term "rater." When used in conjunction with activities deemed 
as evaluation, appraisal, or assessment, the observer or 
rater is more appropriately called "evaluator, appraiser, and 
assessor." When these observers or raters make errors in 
attribution or perception, the errors are called "observer 
e r r o r s " and "rater e r r o r s ." Since these terms are used 
interchangeably and in an overlapping manner, the literature 
can be confusing at times. Unfortunately, much of the 
1 iterature continues to promote the confusion by using the 
overlapping terminology.
Despite all of this, while we know what an observer is 
and does, an observer is often called a r a t e r . Observers do 
not necessarily rate the behaviors they observe, although 
they could. Raters do not necessarily observe the behaviors 
that they rate, although they also could.
The terms evaluation and assessment are often 
synonymously used in a variety of ways. Evaluation combines 
measures with other information to establish the desirability 
and importance of what we have observed (Oosterhoof, 1990). 
It is thought of as a professional judgement or process which
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allows one to make a judgement about the desirability or 
value of something (Mehrens £ Lehmann, 1991). However, a 
second popular concept of evaluation interprets it as the 
determination of the congruence between performance and 
objectives (Mehrens & Lehmann, 1991). Assessment is also 
used broadly and indicates the use of formal and informal 
data=gathering procedures and the combining of the data in a 
global fashion to reach an overall judgement (Mehrens £ 
Lehmann, 1991).
With the understanding that the terms evaluation and 
assessment are synonymous as well, it is only plausible that 
the terms evaluator and assessor are as well. The term rater 
however, is not synonymous with the terms evaluator and 
assftssnr. It is essential to make the distinction that a 
rater uses measurement to quantify the characteristics of 
observation. Raters rely on a form of measurement to 
determine the desirability and value of what is observed. 
Evaluators and assessors are not limited to measurement 
approaches such as ratings to make judgements about the 
importance, value, or desirability of their observations. 
Bias
Bias is generally defined as systematic error in 
measurement and/or observation and it is the most obvious and 
limiting phenomenon associated with observational techniques. 
Bias is an inclination or preference, especially one that 
interferes with impartial judgement; in effect, bias is
prejudice (Webster, 1988). Bias is a naturally occurring 
phenomena which is exercised consciously in overt manners as 
well as unconsciously in covert manners.
Gender B i as
Gender Bias occurs when the sex (male or female) of 
rater and/or ratee interferes with the rater's ability to 
conduct objective observations. The bias is reflected in the 
ratings given and is directly attributable to the gender of 
one or more of the individuals involved. It is likely that 
the observer incorporates his or her attitudes and 
perceptions about a particular sex into observation, 
projecting them into the rat ings that they g i ve to the 
i ndividual.
In a review of existing literature between 1932 and 
1979, Feldman (1983) found that females were consistently 
rated higher than m a l e s . Female subjects also rated 
performance consistently higher than did male subjects (at 
least on some items) in studies by Basow and Distenteld 
(1985), Basow and Howe (1987), Bennett (1982), and Harris 
(1976). In a 1989 study which investigated the effects of 
gender, status, and effective teaching on the evaluation of 
college instruction, there was also some evidence of gender 
bias (Dukes & Victoria, 1989). In this study, male subjects 
rated female professors higher than female subjects. In all 
of these studies, the sex of the rater and ratee interfered
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with the objectivity and credibility of the rater, as well as 
the validity of the ratings.
In other gender research, such as Levenson, Bufford, 
Bonnoe and Davis (1975) and Tieman and Rankin-Ullock (1985), 
male subjects rated performance higher than female subjects. 
Methodology developed by Goldberg (1968) was ideally suited 
to the examinat ion of teaching e v aluations. The basic 
mechanism of the methodology in the original experiment was 
to present subjects with the stimulus material in the form of 
a journal article that was identical in all respects except 
for the gender of the author. The procedures were used to 
"uncover the differential evaluations of males and females 
for identical performances on written tasks" (Goldberg, 
1969). More than 20 years of subsequent research have 
extended the technique to include topics as diverse as the 
evaluation of works of art (Etaugh and Sanders 1974; 
Peterson, Keisler, and Goldberg 1971), the evaluation of 
helping behavior (Taynor and Deaux 1975),lawyers* performance 
in a courtroom (Abramson, Goldberg, Greenberg, and Abramson 
1977), and admission of a student to graduate school (Tawil 
and Costello 1983) . All the results uncovered a bias in 
which subjects continually favored a male author over a 
female. Subsequent research showed that males were evaluated 
higher than females for the same performance and that the 
status of the person being evaluated altered the situation. 
Although it is clear that the literature has produced
9
findings about the relationship between the rater and ratee's 
gender, the direction of these effects on the evaluation of 
effective teaching is not clear.
Ethnicity Bias
Ethnicity Bias occurs when the race (Caucasian, Native 
American, African American etc.) of rater and/or ratee 
interferes with the rater's ability to conduct objective 
observations. The bias is reflected in ratings and is 
attributable to the ethnicity of one or more of the 
individuals involved. It is probable that observers 
incorporate their attitudes, perceptions, and ethnic 
stereotypes about a particular race into observation and 
project them into the ratings they give to the individual. 
Subsequently, these ratings are not valid measures of the 
individual's performance and are unwarranted.
Research addressing the issues of ethnicity and bias 
within assessment and evaluation is limited. However, the 
existing literature suggests that minority teachers face 
negative effects from evaluations. Minority educators are 
concerned that evaluations be fair, accurate, and productive 
(Peterson, Dehyle & Watkins, 1988). In Martocchio and 
Whitener's (1992) study, fairness in personnel selection was 
addressed. Martocchio and Whitener (1992) suggest that 
minorities may be receiving lower performance appraisals due 
to prejudice or bias on the part of their supervisors. 
Several researchers have explored the extent to which
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performance measures, particularly supervisory ratings, might 
be biased. Kraiger and Ford (1985) performed a meta-analysis 
in which Black and White raters evaluated Black and white 
ratees. They found that raters tend to evaluate ratees of 
their own race higher than ratees cf the opposite r a c e . 
Kraiger et al. note that since supervisors are predominantly 
White, this result suggests that minority ratees may he 
receiving lower evaluat ions. Pulakes. White, Oppler, and 
Borman (1989) investigated the effects of rater and ratee 
race on ratings collected on over 8,000 U.S. Army personnel. 
While they consistently found significant race effects, these 
effects explained only a small amount of variance in ratings. 
Role P e r ception Bias
Role Perception Bias occurs when the function that a 
person serves and the role that he or she assumes within the 
observational schema affects the ability to observe 
objectively. Research suggests that the rcle a person serves 
within an observational assessment process is critical and 
must be clearly understood (Ellett & Capie, 1985, Acheson, 
Smith & Stuart, 1986, Garland, 1989). Literature addressing 
the many roles and conflicts of persons who conduct 
observations to evaluate is abundant (Acheson, Smith b 
Stuart, 1986, Price, 1989, Collins, 1990).
One of the most obvious conflicts is experienced by the 
b uilding principal, who is expected to be a hard-nosed 
evaluator of teachers as well as a kind, sympathetic, and
helpful supervisor of instruction (Acheson, Smith & Stuart, 
1986). Additional literature suggests that the principal (or 
immediate supervisor) may experience role conflict in tryir.j 
to serve as the instructional leader and as an administrative 
decision maker (Duckett, 1985; Stanley & Popham, 1988). 
Research addressing on-campus (principals) and off-campus 
(university faculty members) evaluators of teachers has also 
been conducted. Findings indicate that on-campus 
evaluators/principals tend to award higher scores than off- 
campus evaluators or those who do not directly serve as the 
teacher's immediate supervisor (Cronin & Capie, 1986; Ellett 
& Capie, 1985; Ellett, Teddlie & Niak, 1991; Kelly, 1985; 
Rose & Hutnh, 1984, Wise et al., 1984) . Clearly, the 
persistent problem of performing in both a supervisory and 
evaluatory capacity remains a dilemma for principals and 
administrators.
As the literature has illustrated, evaluators experience 
bias within many disciplines. In the educational arena, bias 
within performance assessment can not run rampant, nor can it 
be ignored. Policy makers and key stake holders must ensure 
that they are utilizing an assessment system that minimizes 
bias and fosters valid and reliable assessment procedures and 
personnel. For this reason, both researchers and educators 
must investigate the possibilities of biases resulting from 
ethnicity, gender, and role within educational assessment 
s y s t e m s .
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StatiMnt of Purposo
Two studies were conducted as part of this research. 
The purpose of these studies was to determine the effects of 
assessor and assessee gender, ethnicity and assessment role 
on performance observation ratings. Study I will involved 
analyzing actual performance-observation ratings received on 
the Louisiana Teacher Assessment Instruments (LTAI1. The data 
in this study were collected during the 1993-94 Pilot phase 
of the Louisiana Teacher Assessment Program for Interns. 
Study II involved analyzing a contrived performance 
observat ion rat ing received on the Survey of Ef feet ive 
Teaching Behavior. The data in this study was collected in 
the spring of 1995 to follow up and to expand upon the 
findings of Study I.
There were essentially three different issues of bias 
addressed within these studies. Issue I addressed gender bias 
within assessment ratings. Issue II addressed race/ethnic 
bias within assessment ratings. Issue III addressed role- 
related bias within the assessment ratings, that is, Issue 
III examined the prevalence of bias attributable to the type 
of "role" assumed by the assessors within the assessment 
c o n t e x t .
RaiMrch Questions and Hypotheses
An extensive literature review of research addressing 
gender, ethnic and role biases supported the following 
hypotheses. The hypotheses are stated for purposes of both
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Study I and Study II. Some of the hypotheses may be
directional hypotheses, which will be better understood after 
reading Chapter Two.
Issue Ii Gender Bias
The purpose of Issue I was to examine the data for any
evidence of gender bias in the assessment rat i n g s . The
independent variable for Issue I is the gender (Male/Female)
of the assessor and the assessee, and the dependent variable 
is the assessee's performance observation ratings.
The r e s e a rch questions pertaining to Iss_ue I werai
1. Do male and female assessors differ in their overall 
ratings of assessees?
2. Is there a difference in the average ratings of male and 
female assessees?
3. Does the gender of both the assessor and the assessee 
interact to influence the performance ratings of teaching 
effectiveness? (That is, do same-sex evaluation ratings 
differ from opposite-sex evaluation ratings?)
The Hypotheses pertaining to Issue I were: 
la. Female assessors rate both male and female assessees 
higher than male assessors will.
2a. There is a statistically significant difference in the 
mean ratings received by male and female assessees.
Issue II: Ethnicity Bias
The purpose of Issue II was to examine the data for any 
evidence of ethnic bias in the assessment rat i n g s . The
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independent variable for Issue II is the ethnicity of both 
the assessor and the assessee, and the dependent variable is 
the assessee's performance observation ratings. For purposes 
of this study, the independent variable of ethnicity was 
limited to 2 levels: African American and Caucasian.
The research questions pertaining to Issue II were:
4. Do African American and Caucasian assessors differ in 
their average ratings of assessees?
5. Is there a difference in the average ratings of African 
American and Caucasian Assessees?
6. Does the ethnicity of both the assessor and the assessee 
interact to influence the performance ratings of teacher 
effectiveness?(That is, do same-ethnicity evaluation ratings 
differ from opposite-ethnicity evaluation ratings?)
The Hypotheses pertaining to Issue 11 were:
4a. There is a statistically significant difference her.ween 
the mean ratings given by African American and Caucasian 
assessors as measured by the L T A I .
5a. There is a statistically significant difference in the 
mean ratings received by African American and Caucasian 
a s s e s s e e s .
Issue III; Role Perception Bias
The purpose of Issue III is to examine the data for any 
evidence of assessor role bias in the assessment ratings. The 
independent variable for Issue III is the role that assessor 
serves in the assessment process, (e.g., principal or
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external assessors), and the dependent variable is the 
a s s e s s e e 's performance-observation ratings. For purposes of 
this study, the independent variable entitled "role" is 
actually addressing the "type" of assessor. There are three 
types (or roles) of assessors within the assessment process: 
principal, master teacher, and external assessors (i.e., 
university faculty m e m b e r ) .
The research questions pertaining to Issue III_were:
7. Is there a difference in average ratings given by the 
three types of assessors (principal, master teacher, and 
external assessors)?
8. If there is a difference in average ratings given by the 
three types of assessors, do principals give higher average 
ratings than principals and external assessors?
X£l£ Hypotheses pejrtaliuaa lq -Issue 111 are:
7a. There is a statistically significant difference between 
the mean ratings given by the three types of assessors 
<pr incipal, master teacher, and external assessors) as 
measured by the L T A I .
8a. Principals are more lenient in rating assessees than 
other raters. Therefore, principals will have the highest 
mean ratings among the three types of assessors.
Background and Definition of Variablaa
Following the example of other states, Louisiana has a 
legislative mandate to evaluate all beginning teachers 
(interns) in public schools. The program, Louisiana Teacher
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Assessment Program for Interns, has two basic uses: 1) to 
develop information about the intern teacher's competence 
that can be used to structure instructional improvement 
activities and 2) to develop information upon which sound 
decisions about the intern teacher's qualifications for 
certification can be based {Louisiana Department of Education 
[L D E ], 1993) .
To serve these purposes, the system is used during the 
first semester of an intern teacher's employment to develop 
a profile of strengths and needs. It is used by the 
educational support team to assist intern teachers in their 
professional growth and development. This is considered the 
foraativ* (support semester) part of the evaluation program.
During the second semester of the intern t e a c h e r ’s 
employment, the system is used to collect data used by the 
team to recommend either certification or continuation for a 
second year in the induct ion/intern program. This is 
considered the suautive (assessment semester) part of the 
evaluation program. If an intern teacher is recommended for 
a second year in the induction program, assessment and 
assistance are continued in accordance with the pattern used 
in year one. An intern who does not demonstrate competence 
by the end of the second year will be denied certification 
(LDE, 1993).
The Louisiana Teacher Assessment Program for Interns 
(LTAPI) is composed of two primary data collection methods:
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classroom observation and structured interview. The 
classroom observation and interview processes utilize 
instruments and procedures designed to collect data that are 
directly related to the Louisiana Coaponanta of Bffactiva 
Taachinq (LCET).
The LCET is best described as a three-faceted tier of 
both skills and knowledge which was defined by a team of 
educators as essential to successful instruction. Schwab 
(1991) refers to this type of teacher evaluation as being 
"research based," involving pertinent classroom observations, 
focusing on indicators that show correlation with teaching 
success and not relying on global impressions or 
idiosyncratic variables.
These LCET indicators are hierarchal in nature. The top 
level of the hierarchy of skills and knowledge is the DoMin 
level. These domains can contain and are defined by one or 
more components. The middle level of Cooponants is defined by 
the lower level of Attributes. Together these three levels 
of teaching skills and knowledge form the "Asssssasnt 
Criteria" {LDE, 1993) (See APPENDIX A) . This research-based 
approach provides independent indicators of teacher 
effectiveness. The evaluations of the intern teachers are 
based on independent item (LCET indicators) scores and not on 
the premise that all indicators must be present in a 
particular observation or that they be demonstrated in any 
sequence or pattern (Schwab, 1991).
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For purposes of the LTAI, the concept of a douin is 
defined as a major area of teaching responsibilities. 
Domains are broad and can be difficult to measure; therefore, 
additional information is needed about the domain for it to 
be measured. This is the purpose of components and 
attributes. A coepoMOt is defined as a critical function 
within a domain and an attribute as a behavior that relates 
to and helps to define a component (LDE, 1993).
The intern teacher will be assigned to a team of three 
highly competent, experienced educators (assessors), with 
each conducting a minimum of one visit to the intern's 
class room during each semester of the year. During these 
visits each assessor will conduct the evaluation utilizing 
the Louisiana Teacher Assessment Instrument (LTAI). The ltai 
pilot test uses a three-point rating scale designed to allow 
formative feedback to the intern teacher. The three-point 
rating scale is used in all instruments and to determine 
ratings on all components and attributes during each 
individual assessment visit. The three points are defined as 
1) Needs improvement, 2) Proficient, and 3} Commendable. As 
will be discussed in Chapter Three, for the present study, 
the eight component scores and overall rat ing were 
constructed by summing the attribute ratings.
Significance of Studies
Foschi and Lawler's writings (1994) describe performance 
evaluations as "judgements about the relative success of an
actor at one or more tasks.” In effect, a performance 
evaluation is a type of social perception. As such, it 
inevitably entails "forming beliefs about the quality of a 
person's task performance based upon perceptions of the 
person's activities." When performance evaluations are not 
structured in such a way that successful and unsuccessful 
outcomes are distinct and easy to judge, evaluation may be 
difficult, when this is the case, perceptual biases such as 
those mentioned may come into play. These can have a powerful 
effect on performance evaluations. Perceptual biases 
involving social characteristics such as race, sex, age, and 
education may ultimately influence the assessment process.
It is important that we examine the possibility of any 
gender, ethnic, or role biases that may devalue or discredit 
the significance of assessment results. As the nation moves 
toward teacher assessment systems that rely on observational 
rating performances, we must be prepared to extrapolate true 
assessment ratings from those that are confounded by observer 
b i a s . Di f ferences in assessment results are tolerable, but 
not if they are the result of observer biases rather than 
true differences in the assessee's performance.
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Past and Currant Stata Taachar Evaluation Fro?ran*
Within the last decade there has been a wave of teacher 
evaluation initiatives in response to legislation proposed 
in a number of s t a t e s . The purpose of this legislation has 
been to develop and improve upon state-wide teacher 
certification and appraisal systems.
In 1980, the state of Georgia implemented the first 
"systematic statewide effort to evaluate on-the-job 
performance of teachers though the application of the Teacher 
Performance Assessment Instruments (TPAI) (Capie, Anderson, 
Johnson s. Ellett, 1980) to the initial, professional 
certification of all beginning teachers through the use of a 
classroom-based, large-scale teacher evaluation system.
For approximately ten years, the state of Georgia 
evaluated beginning teachers through observations completed 
by an external data collector, an administrator, and a 
teacher. The instrument designed, the Teacher Performance 
Assessment Instrument (TPAI), contains over 10 competencies 
and 30 indicators. Approximately three years ago, the state 
d iscontinued this program and adopted a new one. Currently 
the State of Georgia Teacher Evaluation Program is being used 
to evaluate all teachers, both beginning and veterans. The 
program is a formal, annual evaluation program that serves to 
determine if Georgia teachers are performing satisfactorily,
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but not for making certification decisions. Ultimately the 
evaluation program is tied to salary. The Georgia Teacher 
Evaluation Program has an observation instrument (GTOI) and 
an additional instrument they call the Georgia Teacher Duties 
and Responsibilities Instrument (GTDRI), which is scored by 
exception. Scores are combined on both of these instruments, 
and teachers are rated as satisfactory or unsatisfactory on 
the criteria of tasks and dimensions, which are the 
foundation of the instruments (CDE, 1994).
The state of Texas also employs a state-wide teacher 
appraisal program. The Texas Teacher Appraisal System (TTA3) 
was based on early research of the 197Q’s and early '80's. 
The instrument was implemented across the state in 1986 and 
is based primarily on classroom teaching behavior (Barnes, 
1987; Texas Education Agency, 1988). The TTAS contains five 
domains. These can cover 13 criteria, which ran be divided 
into 65 behavioral indicators that have been previously 
identified and defined (Texas Education Agency, 1988). The 
first four of the five domains are based on classroom 
teaching performance, and the fifth domain is related t _> 
professional growth and development. Texas requires all 
teachers, regardless of subject area or grade level taught, 
to be assessed using the TATS. Separate observations are 
conducted by a primary appraiser who is normally the 
teacher's immediate supervisor and a second appraiser, who 
could possibly be another district administrator. To date,
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Texas is the most populous state to enforce statewide 
appraisal utilizing observational methods (Tyson & Silverman, 
1994).
In Ohio, comprehensive studies are underway to observe 
and assess the most useful method of teacher evaluation in 
the public school districts. Comparison data with seven 
theoretical models from the literature on teacher evaluation 
indicate that more than 84% of Ohio's responding districts 
use a Traditional Trait Model to evaluate their teachers. In 
this particular model, teacher evaluation is conducted in 
terms of traits. Evaluation is grounded in the presence or 
absence of these traits (Marczely & Bernadette, 1992).
Like many of the southeast states, Louisiana has 
developed and implemented a statewide teacher assessment 
program. The Louisiana STAR (System for Teaching and Learning 
Assessment and Review) was developed over eight years ago in 
response to two specific legislative mandates. These mandates 
were the Teaching Internship Law (1984) and 2) the Children's 
First Act (1988). Considered collectively, the mandates 
called for "the development and implementation of a statewide 
teacher assessment/evaluation system for the purpose of 
providing professional support for new teachers during the 
early year(s) of initial employment and the periodic 
evaluation of all Louisiana teachers for the purpose of 
renewable certification" (LDE, 1990). With the passage of 
state legislat ion in 1988, Louisiana became the first state
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to initiate a program to assess ail teachers on the job for 
purposes of renewable professional certification.
Requirements out lined in the Children First Act ( 1988) 
stipulated that all Louisiana teachers undergo periodic 
(five- year) classroom evaluations based on a “standardized 
process/system for the purposes of renewable state 
certification" (LDE, 1990). The Children First Act (1988) 
also contained a provision to ensure that the state teacher 
salary schedule would be revised and a plan developed for the 
Model Career Options Program (MCOP) for teachers.
The STAR was described as a "comprehensive, on-the-job 
teacher assessment system designed to collect information and 
make important decisions about the quality of effective 
teaching and student learning in classrooms within an 
interactive framework of professional development and 
support" (Ellett, Loup & Chauvin, 1989). The STAR was based 
upon an extensive review of the research literature on 
effective teaching (Claudet, 1990) and on an analysis and
synthesis of eight large-scale teaoher-performance 
instruments that are currently being used in a variety of 
statewide efforts to make decisions about beginning teacher 
certification, annual evaluation, career ladders, and skills 
needing improvement (Ellett, Garland & Logan, 1987; Logan, 
Garland & Ellett, 1989). While the STAR underwent slight 
revisions, it was basically organized by four major 
performance domains: I) Preparation, Planning and Evaluation;
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II) Classroom and Behavior Management; III) Learning 
Environment; and IV) Enhancement of Learning. Each of these 
domains fits within a criterion of Teaching and Learning 
Components, which were further operationalized by sets of 
Assessment Indicators.
The STAR was piloted in the Spring of 1989, and the 
process was further developed and refined during the 
following year of the second pilot. Implementation of the 
LTIP was targeted for the 1990-1991 school year while LTEP 
was scheduled to be implemented statewide in 1990-1991. In 
October 1990, the LTIP was implemented as scheduled, but not 
all beginning teachers were included. The LTEP was 
implemented statewide, beginning in October of 1990.
The STAR was used in Louisiana to prepare school 
principals, master teachers, and state evaluators to conduct 
classroom-based assessments. While the STAR was a well- 
develcped, solidly research- based, and psychcmetriral ly 
sound assessment instrument, it encountered many politicai 
hurdles. The STAR was heavily scrutinized and became the 
focus of severe criticism by teachers unions. As a result, it 
lost much of its support in both the educational and 
political communities. In 1991, under the Governor of 
Louisiana, Buddy Roemer, the Legislature suspended the 
assessment program. The Louisiana Department of Education was 
then given three years in which to revamp, pilot, and 
implement a new statewide teacher assessment program, since
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the STAR, Louisiana has re-developed its statewide teacher 
assessment system under the passage of Act 1 of the 1994 
Third Extraordinary Session of the Louisiana Legislature. The 
current Louisiana Teacher Assessment Program is a uniform 
statewide program of assessment for new teachers entering 
service for the first time in a Louisiana Public School 
System and was described in further detail in Chapter One of 
this re p o r t .
Currently there is an increased demand for the 
identification of competent teachers within school systems 
across the nation. This demand, coupled with the availability 
of research and assessment instruments led to the development 
of large-scale teacher assessment systems which were 
legislatively enacted is such states as Arkansas, 
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, 
Missouri, North Carolina, Couth Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
and Virginia (Chauvin & Ellett, 1991; Ellett 1990). In fact 
as many as eighteen states have utilised evaluation systems 
that were designed to include "on the job" assessment for 
purposes of teacher certification, merit pay, career ladders, 
and professional development (Association of Teacher 
Educators, 1988: Chauvin et al., 1991; United States
Department of Education, 1987),
Obsarvar Bias
In developing large-scale teacher assessment systems in 
which performance observations are essential, there are some
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potential problems which need to be addressed. One of the 
more serious problems is that of bias, more specifically 
observer bias.
Research indicates that observers are sometimes not very 
objective in their use of observational schedules. When 
objectivity is not maintained, the data the observer collects 
tend to reflect the biases and character ist ics of the 
observer rather than the true performance that the 
observational measures sought to measure (Borg f* Gall 1989). 
This type of bias is appropriately termed "observer bia s . "
Observer bias refers to the systematic errors that are 
attributable to characteristics of the observer or the 
observational situation. In contrast to random errors, 
systematic errors are those which are made in a single 
direct ion, yielding scores that are consistently too high or 
too low (Borg & Gall, 1989) . Observer bias may be the result 
of stereotypical idealogies, perceptions, and past 
experiences which will differ for each observer. This will 
lead to different perceptions of the situation, as well as 
different emphases, interpretation, and concljsions. 
Unfortunately, literature supports the notion that biases 
have a greater chance of operating when an observer is 
allowed to interpret, draw conclusions or make significant 
inferences from the behavior observed (Borg & Gall, 1989).
The use of rating scales and other measurement procedures 
that rely upon perceptions and attributions by observers may
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yield data that are contaminated with what has been coined 
"observer bias" (Nelsen & William, 1983) . It is important to 
remember that observer biases are not clearly visible to the 
observer. They can not always be seen because they involve 
cognitive processes which sometimes operate subconsciously 
within the minds of the observers. When these processes 
operate, it becomes difficult to extrapolate true 
observations of performance from those which are confounded 
by observer error.
Just as systems which utilize one rater can yield data 
that are contaminated by observer error, so can those which 
use multiple raters. Performance-evaluation rating systems 
often make use of multiple raters in an effort to improve the 
reliability of the ratings. Unless all candidates are rated 
by the same raters, some candidates will be at an unfair 
advantage or disadvantage due solely to being rat^d by more 
lenient or more stringent raters. Lenient raters observe 
performances and have a tendency to rate most individuals at 
the high end of the scale; these are errors of leniency. 
Stringent raters observe performances and have a tendency to 
rate most individuals at the low end of the scale (Oosterhof,
1989). It is obvious that these errors involve judgements 
that vary because different standards of comparison are 
employed by different raters (Cooper, 1981, Fiske, 1978).
While the most fruitful attempts to address the problem 
of low reliability have been to obtain ratings from multiple
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raters by reducing the relative magnitude of random error, 
this process is not always fool proof (Raymond & Houston, 
1990). The practice of using multiple raters does not 
eliminate the type of error that surfaces when individuals 
are evaluated by a multitude of different raters. Ratings of 
this nature contain systematic bias and random error. While 
systematic bias has been addressed, it is the random error 
component which is traditionally referred to as rater 
unreliability and which should be addressed in training.
Although most observational evaluation systems employ 
stringent observer training programs, they are not always 
effective in minimizing observer errors and biases. It is 
within human nature for individuals to hold pre-corceived 
notions and stereotypes which may contribute to observer 
error arid biases. However, it is the intent of these rigorous 
training sessions to provide f.rmal and structured 
instruction on how to conduct observations free from bias and 
to evaluate objectively.
Objectivity and Indapandanca
The idea of "objectivity" may be misleading. Cobb (1904) 
spoke of the illusion of independence in evaluat ion which 
leads us to believe in the phenomenon of objectivity. In his 
discussion he touches on Scriven's (1976) examination of 
evaluator bias and independence. His translation of the word 
"independence" essentially suggests a meaning related to an
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evaluator's distance from biasing influences; in actuality, 
there is a limit to this dista n c e .
Cobb (1904) proposes that independence is valued for what 
it can do to achieve the two things which are most important 
to evaluation studies. First, the observer must be shielded 
from sources of bias. Secondly, independence from involvement
in a program is believed to enhance the observer's
credibility as an evaluator. A credible observer is assumed 
to be one who is capable of maintaining objectivity.
Such arguments concerning the notion of independence and 
objectivity are thought provoking. In fact, it is Scriven's 
portrayal of the misconceptions about objectivity which makes 
us question our modern-day philosophy of performance
evaluation (House, 1900). Scriven describes objectivity as 
"something outside the mind that is verifiable through public 
or intersubjective agreement and that one ̂ an express or
prove such things without influence from personal feelings" 
(House, 1980). An evaluation which can do so is said to be 
objective. However, in Scriven's final analysis, he finds 
fault with the prevalent misunderstanding of the principle by 
which most educational evaluations are guided (i.e. 
objectivity) .
Regardless of Scriven's warning, evaluation texts cften 
call for performance observations that are free of bias and 
that are objective. The reality remains, however, that raters 
have varying backgrounds and attitudes; therefore, they may
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be biased in their observations and ultimately in their 
assessments. Impressions that an assessors form about an 
individual on one dimension can certainly influence their 
impressions of that person on another dimension. In many 
cases the assessor will express his or her overall impression 
of the competence of the person being rated. This practice 
would produce high positive correlations between ratings of 
presumably independent characteristics, an effect known as 
halo, hence the phenomenon, "halo effect" (Soar, Medley, 4 
Coker, 1983).
The practice of stereotyping is likely. Although it may 
be an unconscious process, the impressions that an assessor 
forms about an entire group can alter his or her impressions 
about a group member. Frequently general conclusions are 
drawn about groups of people who share national origin, race, 
religion, gender, or other characteristics. When members of 
one group share such perceptions about members of another 
group, there are often large-scale consequences. F.ac La 1 
desegregation and sex discrimination are obvious examples of 
phenomena which owe their existence and maintenance to shrr^d 
social perceptions developed from stereotyping.
Similar to stereotyping, but perhaps the most 
detrimental, are perception differences. These occur when 
viewpoints and past experiences of an assessor affect how he 
or she interprets behavior. Related to past experiences are 
knowledge and content level. When an assessor does not have
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enough knowledge to make an informed judgement or decision, 
he or she may compensate by giving scores that are 
systematically higher or lower.
The importance of investigating rater and observer errors 
lies with understanding their impact upon performance 
ratings. There are numerous threats to the validity of scores 
based on ratings which are obtained as a result of 
observational rating errors. The most obvious danger lies in 
the meaning of the results. If ratings are obtained as a 
result of observer rater errors, such as the error of 
leniency or the halo effect, the ratings would not reflect 
the individuals' true performance. It is critical that an 
awareness exist of potential rater errors, such as those 
which may affect the utility and generalizabi 1 ity of 
performance observation ratings.
A recent review of evaluation literature (Martel 1, lit'; 
Dukes and Victoria, 19891; Pulako, 1989; Waldman and Avolic; 
19 91, Cronin and Capie, 198b) shows that the differences 
among raters and observers are often attributable to 
differences in gender, ethnicity, and even the role that the 
rater assumes in the assessment process. Differences 
attributable to gender, ethnicity and role perceptions may be 
the reason for existing stereotypical idealogies, differences 
in perceptions, attitudes, and opinions which may lead to 
observer bias. While other variables such as the observer's 
instructional level, teaching experience, and highest degree
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attained have been considered, they are not nearly as serious 
as the gender, ethnic, and role-percept ion biases that the 
assessor may assume within the assessment process.
G*nd«r Bias
Gender bias is said to occur when the sex (male or 
female) of the rater and/or ratee interferes with the rater's 
ability to conduct objective observations. Gender bias occur 
when the observer/rater incorporates his or her attitudes and 
perceptions about a particular sex into observation, 
projecting them into the ratings that they give to the 
individual being observed.
An extensive review of the literature addressing gender 
bias reveals that it occurs within many disciplines and 
environments. In classroom teaching situations, performance 
assessment is essential. However, there has been little 
empirical research documenting gender bias within the 
classroom. In a review of existing literature between 1 3 i2 
and 1979, Feldman (1983) found that females were consistently 
rated higher than males. Female subjects also rated 
performance consistently higher than did male subjects (at 
least on some items) in studies by Basow and Distenfeld
(1985); Basow and Howe (1987); Bennett (1982); and Harris 
(1976). However, the literature also showed evidence of 
approximately equal ratings for males and females in studies 
by Basow and Distenfield (1985), Basow and Howe (1987), and 
Bennett (1982). Evidence appears to be mixed on the
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relationship between the subject's gender nnd the evaluation 
o u t c o m e .
In a related work, Dukes and Victoria (1983) studied the 
effects of gender, status, and effective teaching on the 
evaluation of college instruction and reported some evidence 
of gender bias. In this study, male subjects rated female 
professors higher than female subjects. In other gender 
research, such as that of Levenson, Bufford, Bcnnae, and 
Davis (1975) and Tieman and Rank i n - U 1 lock (1985), male 
subjects also rated performance higher than female subjects. 
In all of these studies, it was found that the sex of the 
rater and ratee interfered with the objectivity and 
credibility of the rater, as well as the validity of the 
rat ings.
A study by GoLdberg in 1968, however had different 
results. Goldberg's (I960) study was ideally suited ■. the
examination of teaching evaluations. It also uncovered a bias 
in which subjects continually favored a male over a female. 
Subsequent research showed that males were evaluated higher 
than females for the same performance and that the status of 
the person being evaluated altered the situation.
Gender bias not only occurs within educational systems 
and classroom environments, but also within industrial and 
non-industrial work settings. Within these settings, gender 
bias has been shown to affect both job and personnel 
evaluations as well as employment decisions.
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As early as the 1970's, documentation regarding sex bias 
in job evaluations occurred. In Bass and Barrett (1972) and 
Guion (1965) the problem of subjectivity of ratings, which 
often played a role in the selection and promotion of 
personnel, was addressed. In their work, the problems and 
errors in ratings that affect subsequent performance 
evaluations were shown and were thoroughly documented.
Following the lead of Bass and his colleagues, Schmitt 
and Hill (1977) also studied sex as a determinant of ratings 
and its effect as an agent of bias. Schmitt and Hill 
commented that the presence of high interrater reliability 
did not preclude bias in the rating and that this was 
particularly true in the case of bias associated with sex. 
Schmitt and Hill found the characteristic of sex to be 
"reliably identified and associated with relatively strong 
and widely shared cultural stereotypes" (p. 261). In a series 
of studies employing "in-basket" techniques, Posen and J^rdee 
(1973, 1374a, 1974b) demonstrated that cultural stereotypes
dssociated with appropriate sex roles affected a variety of 
personnel decisions. Specifically, they found that male 
administrators tended to discriminate against female 
employees in personnel decisions involving promot ion, 
development, and supervision. They also found that lowest 
acceptance rates and poorest evaluations of candidates for 
managerial positions went to female applicants.
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Later studies addressed gender bias within employment 
settings more c l o s e l y ♦ In Cooper (1985), sex bias in job 
evaluation was studied extensively Cooper framed his study 
within the controversial theory of "comparable wo r t h , " which 
advocates that jobs of similar "worth" should be paid 
similarly. Within this theory, job evaluation is accorded a 
new role, serving as a "measure of worth and as a predictor 
of nondiscriminatory pay" (Remick, 1984). Unfortunately, the 
call for job evaluation studies such as these has undergone 
heavy criticism because of the possible presence of sex bias 
(Blumrosen, 1979; Treiman and Hartmann, 1981). Proponents of 
the Comparable Worth Theory have argued that the use of 
weights derived through the judgmental method of rating are 
biased against female sex-typed jobs (Blumrosen, 1979, 
Remick, 1981). Blumrosen's (1979) and Pemick's (1981) 
results proved that the weights did vary as a function of the 
characteristics of the judges and did not vary as a function 
of the sex of the rater.
In a follow-up study of Cooper (1985), Arvey (1980 
focused on the issues pertaining to possible sex bias in job- 
evaluation procedures. In this study, attention was given to 
possible sex bias in job analysis procedures, choice, and 
weighing of factors. Arvey contended that many of the 
procedures involved in job evaluation were inherently 
subjective and therefore suspect as biased and discriminatory 
regarding jobs held predominately by females. In support of
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Arvey, Treiman and Hartmann (1981) suggested that sex 
stereotypes could possibly influence the nature of job- 
evaluation procedures and outcomes to the detriment of 
females.
One of the most common hypotheses encountered within the 
Comparable Worth literature is that female jobs are given 
lower evaluations than male jobs even when they are of 
similar value. Remick (1984) and Treiman and Hartmann (1981) 
hypothesize that because of stereotypes and sex bias, jobs 
which are populated predominantly by females are indeed 
systematically undervalued on job-evaluation instruments. 
Surprisingly, there are very few core empirical 
investigations of this hypothesis. The literature finds that 
most of the evidence cited in support of this hypothesis is 
studies showing lower evaluations for females in interview 
and performance-appraisal contexts (Arvey, 1 979), The data 
that supports the notion that differential evaluations for 
male and females occur as a function of the job are used only 
as "direct evidence that differential evaluations of jobs 
occur as a function of the sex-typing of the job" (Arvey, 
1986).
While Arvey was unsure if systematic sex biasing that 
operates "against" female-dominated jobs in job evaluation 
contexts actually occurred, Mount and Ellis (1987) were not. 
A related experimental study investigating the effects of 
knowledge of current pay levels and perceived job gender on
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job-evaluations by Mount and Ellis <1987) proved to be quite 
insightful. With a sample of 53 job evaluators in 
professional and scientific positions at the University of 
Iowa, who had previously undergone 20 hours of job evaluation 
training and had participated in over 100 hours of job 
evaluations, the researchers sought to test their hypothesis. 
The hypothesis stated that jobs with high (manipulated) pay 
levels and appropriate gender would receive higher 
evaluations than jobs with low (manipulated) pay levels and 
appropriate gender. Unlike the findings of other researchers, 
Mount and Ellis found a marginally significant (P<,08) main 
effect for job gender, which, contrary to expectations, 
indicated a tendency toward pro-female bias on the part of 
the evaluators.
A more recent, meta-analytic review, which investigated 
the effects of type of sex discrimination and bias in the 
workplace revealed that with limited information regarding 
applicant competency, female applicants were evaluated more 
negatively than were male applicants (Gordon and Owens, 
1988) . It also indicated that in non-frad iti^na 1 w<. ik 
settings, women are generally hired less frequently and theit 
work performance judged less favorably than that of men. in 
fact, across 19 studies and 1842 subjects, male applicants 
were preferred over identically qualified female applicants 
(Martel1, 1992).
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Issues of gender bias were also discussed within the 
counseling and psychology literature. It has been suggested 
that clients are subjected to gender bias in individual and 
cross-cultural counseling, as well as in the practice of 
psychotherapy. Research on counseling and psychotherapy in 
the United States has a brief history, yet the negative 
impact of sexism on counseling and psychotherapy with female 
clients has been described by many researchers (A-Issa, 1980;
Chesler, 1972; Collier, 1982; Rice and Rice, 1973). 
Unfortunately the problems of sex discrimination and sexist 
practices within psychotherapy and counseling have not been 
resolved (Parloff, Waskow, and Wolfe, 1978; Sherman, 1980).
In a review of the earliest and most prominent research 
on sex bias in psychotherapy, Abramowit2 and Dukecki (197” ) 
suggested that the evidence of sex bias was more likely to 
be found in "archival data" rather than in "clinical analogue 
studies." These researchers proposed abandoninq any 
experimental analogue approaches in favor of naturalistic 
studies of client-counselor interactions. In their discussion 
of instruments designed to measure attitudes and behaviors on 
sexism, such as the Attitude Towards Women Scale (Spence, 
Helmereich, and Strap, 1973, and the Bern Sex Role Inventory, 
Bern, 1974), Abranowitz and Dokecki believed measures such as 
these to be highly transparent and likely to elicit social 
desirability responding.
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Buczek (1981) found evidence of sex-role stereotyping by 
therapists on an incidental memory task, a task that appeared 
"less reactive" to social desirability responses. In that 
study, 87 internship-levei psychologists viewed an audiotape 
simulation of an intake interview of either a female or male 
client. Later the psychologists were asked to write down the 
information they recalled. In the study, psychologists were 
also presented with a "recognition task" and a "free response 
task" of generating questions to ask the client, to determine 
whether the counselor's intormation-gathering behavior 
reflected "traditional" sex-role stereotyping. Buczek found 
that the counselor's attention and "data gathering behavior" 
was possibly influenced by traditional sex-role
stereotyping. It seemed that the counselors remembered more 
information about male clients and that male counselors 
asxed female clients more questions about domestic and 
social concerns. This study also demonstrated that, f-mil** 
counselors retained "significantly more client infcrmiticn" 
than their male colleagues. In addition to Buczek's work, 
results of memory studies with non-counselor populations also 
indicate the sensitivity of various memory tasks to sex-role 
stereotyping (Halpern, 1982; Park and Rothbart, 1982). It 
appears that tasks involving memory are promising measures of 
sex-role stereotyping or sex bias in counselor, as well as 
non-counselor, populations.
40
Outside of these areas, research has been conducted on 
the effects of cognitive appraisal schemes (Robbins and 
DeNisi, 1993) and even investigations into what role gender 
plays in the evaluative judgement of convention program 
proposals (Cooper, 1985). In Robbins and D e N i s i 's research, 
they sought to identify moderators which operate to influence 
sex bias in performance evaluations, as they believed sex 
bias to be situationally determined. Robbins and DeNisi 
advocated that the research on sex bias in performance 
appraisal needed to be integrated with the recent "cognitive" 
approach to understand further the evaluation process. The 
cognitive approach emphasizes "inaccuracy (in evaluation) as 
being a result of processing limitations in human nature" 
(Robbins and DeNisi, 1993). Prior studies have also suggested 
that gender may play an important role in the cognitive 
processing of information. Beauvais and Jpence (1987) cite 
gender-based categorization strategies as playing a role in 
information processing. Hastie (1981) actually describes the 
relationship as gender schema which serve as "the road map 
for both original processing as well as the retrieval of 
complex information" (Freedman and Phillips, 1988, p.236). 
Freedman and Phillips (1988) go further by suggesting that it 
may be stereotypes which actually provide the basis for these 
gender schema.
In Cooper's (1985) study evaluating the effects of 
familiarity, gender, and institutional prestige on evaluative
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judgements of convention program proposals, the impact of 
gender was measured. C o o p e r ’s analyses revealed no 
significant effects due to reviewer gender but did reveal 
severe effects due to author gender. Papers submitted by 
females authors were evaluated as contributing less, tending 
to have lower-quality analyses, and having less valid links 
between results and conclusions. It was also found that 
papers submitted by females were evaluated as having lower- 
quality discussions than papers submitted by males and also 
received lower acceptability recommendations than papers 
submitted by males.
Given all of these possible environments, there remains 
a variety of instances where gender bias is suspected and 
should be investigated. It is essential that we look within 
cur educationa1-assessment systems for gender bias in ratings 
or any ether form of bias.
Ethnicity Bias
Ethnicity bias occurs when the race (Caucasian, Native 
American, African American, etc.) of the rater/rate-' 
interferes with the rater's ability to conduct objective 
observations. The rater bias is reflected in ratings and is 
directly attributable to the ethnicity of one or more of the 
individuals involved. It is probable that the rater 
incorporates his or her own attitudes, perceptions, and 
ethnic stereotypes about a particular race into observation 
and projects them into the ratings that they givn to the
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individual. Unfortunately, these ratings are not valid 
measures of the individuals performance and are unwarranted.
Just as gender bias occurs within vatied environments 
outside of the realm of education, so too does ethnic bias. 
Ethnic bias, or racial bias as it is more commonly termed, 
affects many individuals' employment opportunities. The 
people who are most affected are those who are minorities. As 
early as 1974, the possibility that race served as a
determinant of ratings by potential employers was studied. In
Hammer et al (197 4) the way that the sex and race of the
"rater" and the sex and race of the "ratee" influenced
assessments of ratee performance in simulated work-sampling 
tasks was examined. In this study, 36 undergraduates assumed 
the role of a manager and rated all eight combinations or 
male-female and black-white performers Results indicated that 
sex-race stereotypes did influence assessments of behavior on 
a work sampling task, even when objective measures were 
defined. In Bigoness (1976) the effects of ratee race as 
well as sex on rater evaluation when objective performance 
standards were previously established were studied. In 
Bigoness* study, 60 White male undergraduates in a personnel 
management course were assigned the role of grocery store 
manager and viewed a film depicting the performance of eight 
stockroom employees representing four sex/race combinations. 
Results from the study indicated that subjects could clearly 
distinguish between high and low performers, yet low-
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performing Blacks were rated significantly higher than low- 
performing Whites. There was, however, no significant 
difference found between the subjects' ratings of high- 
performing Blacks and Whites.
There is considerable evidence that raters evaluate the 
job performance of blacks less favorably than the job 
performance of whites, especially when the raters are 
themselves white (Kraiger and Ford, 1985) . There is also 
similar evidence that black managers experience "restricted 
advancement opportunities" (Aiderfer, Alderfer, Tucker and 
Tucker, 1980; Irons -4 Moore, 1985; Nixon, 1985a) and report 
extensive "dissatisfaction and frustration" with their 
careers (Fernandez, 1985; Jones, 198b). Illgen and Youtz
(1986) continue to suggest that minorities, especially 
Blacks, may experience treatment discrimination in a number 
of respects and that such "unfavorable experiences can have 
dysfunctional consequences for their career success."
In Pulakos's 1989 study examining the race and sex 
effects cn job (military) performance ratings, racial bias 
was found. In this study the effects of r^ter source, rater 
and ratee race, sex, and job type were investigated on 
ratings collected for 8,642 first-term Army enlisted 
personnel. In this study, ratings were made on ten 
"behaviora1ly based" dimensions that had been developed for 
first-term soldiers. Results revealed a significant main 
effect and interaction effect for sex as well as race. It
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was found that race, as expected, was a determ i naru i n f he 
type of ratings that were received. While Pulakos* and his 
colleagues consistently found significant race effects, these 
effects explained extremely small amounts of variance in 
rat ings.
Waldman and Avolio's 1991  study of race effects within 
performance evaluations also produced somewhat similar 
results. Waldman and Avolio examined the effects of ratee and 
rater race (Black or White) on performance evaluation ratings 
of 21,000 individuals employed in ten occupational
categories. Using hierarchial regression analyses, the 
researchers found a significant main effect attributable to 
ratee race, although the magnitude of this effect was varied 
across occupational types. Waldman and Avolio found no 
evidence of a same race (i.e., rater-rat.ee) inter act i ‘'n 
effect as Pulakos ( 1 9 8 9 )  did. They t ^ un d  that after
individual differences in ability and length of experience 
were controlled, the race of the rater and the ratee 
accounted for little variance in performance evnluutione. 
Waldman and Avolio recommended that future researchers 
examine the "qualitative experiences" of White and Black 
employees to determine what might account for differences in 
the g r o u p ’s performance.
Another recent study which attempted to determine the 
effects of race on organizational experiences, job
performance evaluations, and career outcomes also generated
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significant findings in race effects, Greenhuus, Parasuraman 
& Wormley (1990) examined the relationships among race, 
organizational experiences, and career outcomes for 455 White 
and 373 Black managers. Each subject's supervisor also 
participated by evaluating job performance and career 
o u t c o m e s . Compared to Whites, Blacks were reported to feel 
less accepted in their organizations and also perceived 
themselves as having less "discretion" on their jobs. In 
comparison to Whites, Blacks also received lower ratings from 
their supervisors on their performance anti promotabi 1 ity, 
were more apt to have reached "career plateaus," and 
experienced lower levels of "career sat isfact ion . "
An earlier study (Lawrence et al 1987), addressing 
supervisory ratings of employees, attempted to identify 
factors related to perceptions of performance. In the study, 
were identified related to Black/White and Female/Male 
employees' perceptions of the accuracy of ratings made using 
a "subjective" rating system. The sample included 10 3 White 
females, 24 Black females, 98 White males arid 9 Black males. 
The researcher's analysis revealed factors dealing with the 
relevance of the appraisal instrument and confidence in 
their supervisors' qualifications to "accurately" rate the 
employee's performance, as well as matters related to 
appraisal outcomes" (i.e., rewards and career advancement) . 
The researchers regressed the measure of perceived fairness 
and accuracy onto three individual factors and for race/sex
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and demographic variables. Results indicated that race was 
indeed related to perceived fairness and accuracy.
Following the work of Lawrence is an extension of the 
research on supervisory job evaluations. In Greenhaus and 
Parasuraman <1993), the impact of the m a n a g e r ’s gender and 
race on job performance attributions made by supervisors was 
examined. Greenhaus and Parasuraman surveyed 748 managers 
(211 Black women, 124 Black men, 212 White women, and 193 
White men) and their supervisors. The performance of Black 
managers was perceived to predict for them less "favorable 
career advancement prospects than White managers." The 
researchers concluded that the effect of race on "career 
advancement prospects" was thought to be "direct," as 
exhibited through performance ratings and attributions of 
a b i 1i t y .
Related to this research on supervisory performance 
ratings is a recent extensive meta-analysis of eight separate 
studies. In Martocchio and Whitener (1992) the results of the 
meta-analysis of the studies, involving ten "independent" 
samples, indicated that Whites performed higher than ncn- 
Whites on supervisory ratings, but not on objective results. 
In their discussions of the validity of performance measures, 
Martocchio and Whitener suggest that minorities may be 
receiving lower performance appraisals due to prejudice or 
bias on the part of their supervisors. Several researchers
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have since explored the extent to which performance measures, 
particularly supervisory ratings, might be biased.
Kraiger and& Ford (1990) also examined the effects of 
a r a t e e 1s race on the relations between supervisory ratings 
and more objective criteria such as "job knowledge" and "work 
performance." Like Martocchio and Whitener, Kraiger and Ford 
performed a meta-analysis of 12 studies published between the 
years of 1960 and 1988. The results of their meta analysis 
also supported theories of ethnic bias. In fact, supervisory 
ratings were "more highly related to w o l k-performance 
measures and to a lesser extent to job-knowledge measures for 
Black than for White ratees." Kraiger and Ford suggested that 
these differences could be accounted for by "inter group 
theory" and "positivity bias theory," which are theories for 
which higher ratings for same-group ratees are given.
Frev L o u s iy in 1985, Kraiger and Ford had performed a meta- 
anaiysis in which Black and White raters evaluated Black and 
White ratees. Even then, they found that raters tended to 
evaluate ratees of their own race higher than ratees of the 
opposite race. Kraiger and Ford noted that since supervisors 
are predominantly White, this result clearly suggests that 
minority ratees may be receiving lower evaluations
In sum, research addressing issues of ethnicity and bias 
within assessment and evaluation is limited. However, most of 
the literature suggests that minority teachers face negative 
effects of evaluations of any kind. Minority educators are
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extremely concerned with fair, accurate, and productive 
evaluations (Peterson, Dehyle and Watkins, 1988).
Rol* Perception Bias
Traditionally, the principal has been seen as the 
instructional leader in schools (e.g., Levine & Lezolte, 
1990). Moreover, when principals are surveyed, they list 
instructional leadership as their most important role (Lane
1990). The other demands on their time, such as conducting 
personnel evaluat ions, usually re legate act ive leadership of 
the instructional program to a minor role. When this happens, 
many principals experience role conflict. While they still 
regard the role of instructional leader to be their major 
responsibility, they realize that to exert leadership they 
must deal with supervision and staff cteve 1 ..prnent as well as 
personnel evaluation. They often are not prepared to serve as 
primary evaluators. Principals many times experience role- 
perception bias, which interferes with their ability to 
conduct proper and effective teacher evaluations (Medley and 
tlocker, 1987) .
When applying the phenomenon of role perception bias to 
teacher assessment systems, it is intended to mean the way a 
person comes to view his identity as an assessor and its 
effect on his/her ability to carry out the task of 
assessment. Role-perception bias occurs when the function 
that individuals serve and the role that they assume within
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the observational schema affects their ability to observe 
object i v e l y .
Research suggests that the role a person serves within an 
observat ional-assessment process is critical and must be 
clearly understood (Ellett and Capie, 1385; Acheson, Smith 
and Stuart, 1986; Garland, 1989). Literature addressing the 
many roles and conflicts of persons who conduct observations 
to evaluate is abundant (Acheson, Smith & Stuart, 1986, 
Price, 1989; Collins, 1990). One of the most obvious 
conflicts is felt by the building principal who is expected 
to be a hard-nosed evaluator of teachers as well as a kind, 
sympathetic, and helpful supervisor of instruction (Acheson, 
Smith and Stuart, 1986) . Many times principals can not 
balance these roles. The pressure to balance the roles of 
supervisor and evaluator can be overwhelming. This tension 
and the problems of limited time and insufficient experience 
to supervise and evaluate teachers lead many researchers to 
conclude that it would be best to separate the role of 
clinical supervisor or helpful colleague from the role of 
evaluator (Price, 1989).
In a critiques of current evaluation practices, Collins 
(1990) discusses the dilemmas that arise when principals 
assume both responsibilities of evaluation and supervision 
roles. Collins describes one of the most persistent problems 
in supervision as the dilemma between (a) evaluating a 
teacher in order to make decisions about retention,
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promotion, and tenure and (b) working with the teacher as a 
friendly critic or colleague to help develop skills the 
teacher wants to use and to expand the repertoire of 
strategies that can be e m p l o y e d . Collins later summarizes 
that the task of both supervising and evaluating teachers 
demands an especially delicate balance. He also believes that 
effective supervision requires a high level of trust, yet 
teachers often regard any evaluation that is less than 
laudatory as an "attack" on their character. To evaluate them 
as teachers is to evaluate them as persons and in Acheson, 
3mith and Stuart's (1986) words, "it is difficult to trust 
someone who is (in your mind) slandering and defaming your 
heart and soul."(p.6).
Additional literature suggests that the principal (or 
immediate supervisor) may experience role conflict in trying 
to serve as the instructional leader and as an administrative 
decision maker (Duckett, 1985; Stanley and Popham, 1988). It 
is very difficult for a principal to make employment 
decisions based on the outcome of formal evaluation, when he 
or she wishes to see that teacher improve instruction. To 
make administrative decisions is cumbersome when the 
principal has a stake in how a teacher performs during 
evaluation. After all, it is the principal who chose the new 
teacher, and to have the teacher fail would not be a good 
reflection of the principal's judgement.
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Previous research addressing on-campus (principals) 
and off-campus (university faculty members) evaluators has 
also become an issue of concern. Findings indicate that on- 
campus evaluators/principals tend to award higher scores than 
off-campus evaluators or those who do not directly serve as 
the teacher's immediate supervisor (Cronin and Capie, 1986; 
Ellett and Capie, 1985; Ellett, Teddlie and Niak, 1991; 
Kelly, 1985; Rose and Huynh, 1984; Wise et al., 1984). As 
has been alluded to earlier, principals want their new 
teachers to succeed and continue employment. Principals show 
allegiance to their young teachers and may not be able to 
evaluate objectively. In situations where principals could 
and "must" are to observe and rate performances of new 
teachers, objectivity is even harder to maintain.
Research indicates that most observers, including 
principals, are sometimes not very objective in their use of 
observational schedules. When objectivity is not maintained, 
the data the observer collects tend to reflect the biases and 
characteristics of the observer rather than the true 
performance that the observational measures sought to measure 
(Borg and Gall 1989). In Medley and Coker's (1987) article, 
they question the principal's objectivity and seek to 
determine the validity of the principal's judgments of 
teacher effectiveness. Medley and Coker admit that the 
question of whether or not a principal's judgements are valid 
is a natural and important one, but one that is rarely
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asked. In fact, they feel that the validity of any 
evaluators' judgements are generally taken for granted. 
However, in the limited number of studies that have been 
conducted addressing the validity of the principal's 
judgments (or of ratings based on them) that have been 
reported in the literature, there have been consistently 
negative findings (Medley and Coker, 1987).
The results of Medley & Coker's study has supported the 
literature, as they found "low accuracy of t h e ...principal' s 
judgment s of the performance of the teachers he or she 
supervises" (p.245). Medley and Coker also addressed whether 
or not anything could be done to make principal's ratings 
more responsive to teacher effectiveness. However, their 
response that "the strength of the overall impression that 
a principal forms of the effectiveness of any teacher is so 
strong that it is doubtful that any amount cf training can 
overcome it" (p. 140) does not seem promising. Within the
same year, Peterson (1987b) reported on correlations between 
administrator ratings and various other teacher data sources. 
Peterson found a correlation of only 0.01 between 
administrator ratings and those of students, 0.09 for 
administrators and parents, -0.12 for administrators and test 
scores, and -0.11 between administrators and documentation of 
professional activity. These findings corroborated those of 
over 11 earlier studies reviewed by Medley and Coker (1907).
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It is believed that administrators ratings of teachers 
are also inaccurate because of sociological reasons (Peterson 
et al, 1988). While principals have access to considerable 
data about teachers, they are also under "considerable" 
pressure from their faculties to get along day to day 
(Lortie, 1975). Peterson believes commendations and 
criticisms are used in a school workplace in exchange for 
cooperation, support, reward, control, and even punishment. 
Peterson's philosophy is that although it is most often 
unintentional, administrators' ratings are compromised in 
accuracy and specificity. Principal evaluations are believed 
to have only continued because of precedent and a lack of any 
demonstrated alternative.
While present traditional evaluation is dominated by 
administrator ratings using checklists (Lewis, 1982), this 
assessment procedure results in "doubtful validity and 
reliability for both technical and sociological leusjn.V 
(Dar1 ing-Hammond et al., 1983). Researchers have consistently 
found a pattern of inaccuracy in principal ratings of 
teachers for over 30 years of research in the field (Medley 
and Cocker, 1987), and this fact is unsettling.
A c h e s o n 1s (1986) writings also point to other reasons 
why principals have difficulty using observational methods to 
evaluate teachers. He reports that there may be a lack of 
knowledge of the range of observational techniques, a lack of 
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This chapter begins with an overview of the assessment 
instruments and data used in the study. The data come from 
two studies. Study I was causal comparative in nature, using 
the pilot assessment data from the L T A I . Study II was an 
experimental study using effectiveness ratings. After a 
discussion of the data, the sampling procedure is described. 
A section delineating the various variables and measures used 
to answer the research questions for this study follows. The 
last section of this chapter is a discussion of the desiqn of 
the study and the methods to be employed in analyzing data. 
Study I
Instruments and Data
The Louisiana Teacher Assessment Instruments (LTAI) were 
administered during the 1933-94 Pilot Test of the Louisiana 
Teacher Assessment Program for Interns. The LTAI consists of 
a preobservation conference interview, a classroom 
observation, and a post observat i :>n conference. The 
preobservation interview and tne classroom observation used 
instruments and procedures designed to collect data related 
to the Louisiana Components of Effective Teaching (LCET) (3ee 
Appendix B) .
The LCET are hierarchal, with three levels of teaching 
skills and knowledge that form the assessment criteria. The 
LCET have been developed from the professional knowledge base
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on teaching and "craft knowledge" acquired by experienced 
educators (LDE, 1994). A panel of educators (Panel 1) 
reviewed the professional knowledge base on teaching by 
examining research-based teacher assessment and evaluation 
documents from eight states. In addition, other experts on 
personnel evaluation were consulted. Recommendations were 
also received from out-of-state and in-state review t e a m s . 
Panel 1 also used the position paper of the Teacher 
Evaluation Advisory Commission to develop the criteria 
(LDE, 1 994) .
A content validation study was done on the LCET by 
educational consultants employed by the Louisiana Department 
of Education. The results of the study suggested that the 
attributes, components, and domains which form the basis of 
the LCET were valid indicators of effective teaching (''eschar 
and Brooks, 1993) .
The data for the study were the assessment t it in is 
collected during the 1993-1994 PiLot Test t f the I,..-u i r. i m a  
Teacher Assessment Program for Interns (LTAPI) and were 
available at the rater (assessor) level. For each assessee, 
there were performance observation ratings from each of three 
assessors across all 2 7 attributes, 8 components, and 4 
domains. The LTAI used a three-point rating scale designed to 
allow formative feedback to the intern teacher. The three- 
point rating scale was used in all instruments to determine 
rat ings on all components and attributes dur ing each
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individual assessment visit. The three points were defined 
as 1> needs improvement, 2) proficient, and 3) commendable 
(LDE, 1994) .
Assessment data were merged with assessor and assessee 
demographic records to produce one comprehensive data set. 
Data from the LTAI were available for 404 of the 4 30 interns 
and for all of the 721 assessors. The unit of analysis for 
this study was the assessee and the assessor.
The process by which ratings were attained is multi­
dimensional. All attributes were rated using a three-point 
scale. Individual assessors then combined these attribute 
ratings into component ratings. In formulating the component 
ratings, the assessor analysed the pattern of attribute 
ratings for that component and "determined the component 
ratings most representative of the pattern, taking all 
practices and behaviors into account" (LDE, 1993).
For purposes of this study, a slightly modified version 
of the component scoring scale was utilized. To protect the 
assessors' original scoring rationales, a component score was 
constructed by summing the attribute ratings.
Sample
The target population for the 1993-94 Pilot htudy 
included all teachers teaching in Louisiana's public schools. 
In selecting the sample for the Pilot Test, Local Educational 
Aganciaa (LEA*) were identified based on the projected number 
of interns (Bulletin 14/2, 1991-1992 Annual Financial and
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Statistical Report), representation from each of the eight 
Regional Service Centers, geographic proximity for assessor 
training and intern orientation, gender, and ethnicity. If 
an LEA agreed to participate, all interns in the LEA were 
included in the Pilot Test. Originally, 13 LEAs agreed to 
participate. However, in these districts the actual number 
of interns was lower than projected. To augment the sample, 
four additional LEAs were recruited to participate; 
therefore, all the interns from these four LEAs were included 
(LDE, 1993). Furthermore, interns were sampled from three 
other LEAs. The final sample consisted of 4 30 interns from 
20 LEAs participating in the Pilot Test. Table 1 shows the 
number of participating interns in each LEA.
Assessors were also recruited from within the 20 LEAs 
and were required to undergo extensive six-day training to 
become knowledgeable and reliable assessors. Assessors were 
of varied backgrounds. They were principals, assistant 
principals, experienced teachers, retired administrators, 
retired teachers, central office personnel, university 
faculty and state department officials. Almost all assessors 
completed assessor training successfully. Those assessors who 
were not directly employed by the LEA and who were assigned 
to assess intern teachers were paid a small stipend.
Existing data represent assessment ratings collected 
during the 1993-1994 Pilot Test. There were 404 interns and 
721 assessors. Of the assessors reporting their work areas.
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Table 1
Intern Participants by Regional Service Centers (RSC)
RSC Number of Teachers
r s c  r
Jefferson 13
Orleans 5
S t . Bernard 16
S t . John 6
r s c  r r
Ascension 20
























were principals or assistant principals, 293 were experienced 
teachers, and 144 were external assessors. Of the assessees 
who reported their gender, 333 (82%) were female and 57 (14%) 
are male (Table 2). The percentages of females and males in 
the sample of assessees (interns) approximate the respective 
percentages of Louisiana's public school teacher population 
in which approximately 82% of the teachers are female and 18% 
male (LDE, 1994). Of the assessors who reported their gender, 
468 (65%) were female and 195 (27%) were male (Table 3). Of 
those assessees who reported their ethnicity, 341 (84%) were 
Caucasian and 47 (12%) were African American (Table 2). Of
those assessors who reported their race, 497 (69%) were
Caucasian and 158 (22%) were African American (Table 3).The 
majority of assessees held either a BA or BG degree, although 
5% held graduate degrees. About 5 3% were teaching in 
elementary schools, 16% in middle schools, and 19% in 
secondary schools (Table 2). Approximately 60% of the 
assessors were teaching in either lower or upper elementary 
schools; 17% secondary subject areas; and 14% in special 
education (Table 3). The majority of assessors held a 
master's degree plus 30 graduate hours (52%), with 30% 
having their m a s t e r ’s degree only and 8% who had a Ph.D.




Demographic Data for Interna in Study I











I s a b e l ' s  Type .1  S c h o o l
Elementary School 2 15 57%
Middle /Jr.High School 65 16%
Combination 29 7%
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Table 3
Demographic Data for Assessors in Study I





Caucas ian 497 69%
African American 158 22%
Educational Dearee
BA/BS 15 2%
MA/MA+ 30 553 77%
Ph.D. 95 8%
Type of School
Elementary School 297 4 1%
Middle /Jr.High School 104 15%
Combination 4 1 6%




The independent variables for Issue 1 were the gender 
(Male/Female) of both the assessor and assessee. The 
independent variables for Issue 2 were the ethnicity (African 
American/ Caucasian) of both the assessor and assessee.
For purposes of this study, only those whose ethnicity was 
African American or Caucasian were used in the sample. Data 
regarding the ethnicity and gender of the assessee and the 
assessor were collected on a demographic data form prior to 
assessment (see Appendix C ) .
The independent variable for Issue 3 was the role of the 
assessor. An assessor had only one of three possible roles: 
principal, experienced teacher, or external assessor.
The dependent variables for all three issues were the 
assessee's performance observation ratings, which were the 
mean ratings of the 8 Components.
Design
The design of Study I was causal comparative. This 
method, employed to discover causal relationships between 
variables, addressed possible causes tor the uiiturences in 
observational performance ratings by comparing assessees and 
assessors for which a characteristic was present (e.g. 
gender= female) , with similar assessee and assessors for which 
the characteristic of interest was absent (e.g., gender not 
female). Unfortunately, the causal comparative method can
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only be used to explore, not confirm, casual relationships 
(Borg and Gall, 1989).
The design of Study I was dependent on the issue, 
and Study I had three issues. As will be discussed later, a 
2 x2 :<2 x2x 3 ANOVA design was not suitable due to the many 
meaningless higher-order interaction effects it produces. 
Issue I, gender bias, was analyzed using a 2x2 factorial 
design with 2 levels of assessee gender (male and female) and 
2 levels of assessor gender (male and female). Issue II, 
ethnicity bias, was analyzed using a 2x2 factorial design 
with 2 levels of assessee ethnicity (African American and 
Caucasian) and 2 levels of assessor ethnicity (African 
American and Caucasian). Issue III, role bias, was analyzed 
using a one-way design with 3 levels of assessor role 
(principal, experienced teacher, external a s s e s s o r ) .
Data Analysis
With the formation of several group; and s e v u a l  
dependent variable measures, the appropriate statistical 
technique to determine whether the groups differ^i in 
performance ratings was a multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA). A MANOVA was used to determine the effects of the 
independent variables for each issue on the combination of 
all eight dependent variables (Components). The MANOVA 
produced F ratios for the effects of each independent 
variable on the dependent variables (main effect). The MANOVA 
also produced two 2-factor interaction effects. The 2-factor
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interaction effects were assessor/assessee ethnicity and 
assessor/assessee g e n d e r .
All significant multivariate tests were followed by 
separate univariate tests of significance for each variable. 
Essentially, if the MANOVA produced significant effects, 
corresponding ANOVAs were performed on each of the eight 
dependent v a r i a b l e s .
Study II
Instruments and Data
In addition to the analysis of the assessment data from 
Study I for evidence of bias, an experimental study was also 
conducted to study the perceptions and attitudes of effective 
teaching behaviors and practices. Study II consisted of a 
detailed description of a classroom teaching scenario which 
was to be rated for effectiveness by assessors, (see Appendix 
D ) . After the assessors read the scenario, they were asked to 
rate the fictitious teacher's perceived level of 
effectiveness on a 4-point I.ikerf-type scale, wi^h one 
indicating "not effective" and four indicating "hiuhly 
effective." The instrument also contained open-ended 
questions concerning the teacher's level of effectiveness and 
a section for the "assessor" to report demographic 
informat i o n .
This teaching scenario, an experimental stimulus, was 
developed by the researcher and three Louisiana Department of 
Education staff members, each with over 20 years of classroom
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teaching experience. They are proficient in the L C E T . The 
scenario incorporated several direct and indirect examples of 
both effective and ineffective teaching behaviors and 
attitudes. The LCET were used as a guideline in developing 
the scenario to portray a "moderately effective" teacher.
Experimental manipulation consisted of presenting a 
scenario to the respondent. Each version had a description of 
an an elementary science teacher. The gender and ethnicit.y 
of the portrayed teacher was systematically manipulated, 
while all other information was held the same across 
experimental conditions. For example, each respondent 
received one of the four scenarios depicting either a White 
female teacher, a White male teacher, a Black female teacher, 
or a Black male t e a c h e r . Gender and ethnicity of the 
respondents receiving each of the tour versions of the 
scenario were identified, by assigning the material several 
niimbers before m a i 1i n g .
Sample
The sample for this study was those assessors who 
participated in Study I and whose gender, ethnicity, and role 
were identified from the previous data. Pet mission to have 
their school personnel participate in the experimental study 
was requested of the initial 20 LEA superintendents.
The sampling scheme can be found in Table 4. As that 
table indicates, approximately 25 assessors were sampled in
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each of the 16 types of teacher/assessor combinations. This 
s a m p 1ing scheme was used to ensure that approximately 15 
respondents returned their ratings in each of the 16 cells. 
Each respondent was sent only one instrument to rate.
Due to the unequal numbers of available assessors with 
certain gender and race characteristics (e.g., Black males 
and Black females), in some groups of assessors, the ratio of 
selected members was larger than in others. Since each of the 
groups of sampled assessors differed in number, even with 
oversampling, care was taken to keep size discrepancies 
between the four groups to a minimum.
Of the 20 LEAS, 14 (70%) agreed to participate in the
study. Of the 471 assessors, close to 7 1% (n=348) were
sampled. Approximately 47% (n=162) responded to the mailed
instrument. Follcw-up letters to those assessors from the 
primary sample who did not return the instrument resulted in 
an additional L5% (n=52) response. The follow-up letter wan 
used only for cells in which the initial response rate was 
too low and there were less than eight responses. The final 
number of returned instruments was 214, or 65%. The r e s p o n s e  
pattern can be found in Table 5.
Of the 214 assessors who returned the effectiveness 
questionnaire, 118 (55%) were female and 96 (45%) were mule 
(Table 6). Also, 125 (58%) assessors were White and 89 (52%) 
were African A m e r i c a n .
68
Table 4
Study II; Cases in Experimental Conditions














n=25 n=25 n=25 m=25 N= 10 0
White
Female
n=25 n=25 n = 25 n=25 1 00
Black*
Male
n = 12 n = 12 n= 12 n= 12 N = 4 8
White
Male
n=25 n=2 5 n-25 n=2 5 N - 1 0 0
Total N=87 N=87 N-87 N=8 7 N= 34 8




Study H i  Returned Responses














n=12 n= 14 n=l 3 m=l 4 N = 5 3
White 
Female
n = l 3 n = 17 n= 1 9 n= 16 N -65
Black
Male
n=9 n = 9 n=9 n=9 N= 3 6
White
Male
n=15 n= 17 n = l 3 n = l 5 N - 60
Total N=4 9 N=57 N=S3 N=54 N = 2 14
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Table 6
Study II: Demographic Characterlat.ica of Resoondenf.s














5 5 and Over 13 6%
Xears Teaching Experience
0-10 Years 36 17%
11-20 Years 102 47%
21 Years ( t) 112 36%
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While the age of the respondents varied, more than 70% were 
over the age of 40, and approximately 65% had over 15 years 
of classroom teaching experience.
Variables
The independent variables for Issue 1 were the gender 
(Male/Female) of both the assessor and assessee. The 
independent variables for Issue 2 were the ethnicity (African 
American/Caucasian) of both the assessor and assessee. 
Ethnicity of the assessee was manipulated in the teaching 
scenario. For purposes of this study, only those whose 
ethnicity was African American or Caucasian were used in the 
s a m p l e .
The dependent variable for all three issues in Study II 
was the teacher's effectiveness rating. The rating was based 
on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 to 4, with a rating of 
1 labeled as "Not Effective" and a 4 as "Highly Effective". 
The question on the instrument was, "In your opinion, how 
effective is Mrs. Jones's (or Mr. Jones's) teaching?"
Des ign
Study II was an experimental study designed to follow 
and expand upon the findings of Study I. As an experimental 
study, Study II involved actively manipulating independent 
variables. In this study, both the gender and ethnicity of 
the teacher in the scenario were manipulated. In 3tudy I, 
there were very few assessment situations that provided data
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regarding Black male assessors or even a s s essees. Study 11 
was designed to deal with that problem.
Data Analysis
The data were analyzed for evidence of assessor gender 
and ethnicity bias through the use of ANOVA. A 2X2X2X2X3 
ANOVA (Assessor Gender by Assessee Gender by Assessor Race by 
Assessee Race) was performed on the effectiveness data. 
Endnotes
At the conclusion of the assessment process, the 
intern’s team of assessors combine the component ratings from 
the three visits, using a two-point rating scale (1 = Fail, 
2 or above = Pass) to create a certification decision. The 
assumption is that those who receive a 2 or above on all 
their component ratings will be recommended for certification 
and are considered competent teachers. Since the purpose of 
the present study is to study gender/ethn ic it y and role bias 
in ratings, the original 3-point scale is used instead of the 
2-point pass/fail rating scale.
In at least one of the groups, such as African 
American males, the number of assessees was to small. It is 
for this reason that a 2X2X2X2X3 ANOVA was not used.
CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The results of Study I and Study II are presented in 
this chapter in both tabular and narrative forms to address 
the research questions of interest. The research questions 
for both Study I and Study II are addressed in the order that 
they were first presented in Chapter I . All analyses were 
performed through the use of the SPSS Data Analysis System, 
Release 4.0 (SPSS, 1990).
Results for Study I
Reliability Estimates of Internal Consistency
As mentioned in chapter 3, the reliability of the 
assessment instrument and its items is Important and should 
be addressed. The relationship between individual attributes 
and the composite component scores was investigated in order 
to interpret correctly any future analyses. In Tables 7 
thr ough 14, the re liability estimates of each of the eight 
component scales, including the item-total statistics, are 
p r e s e n t e d .
All the attributes (items)and their corresponding 
composite values (component s) appeared to be reliable. The 
squared multiple correlation coefficients for each of the 
attributes were low to moderate with coefficients ranging 
from .22 to .59. As shown in Tables 7 through 14, the 





Reliability Estimates of Component One: Teacher Plana
Effectively for Instruction
ATTRIBUTE X SD * R'
Specifies learner outcomes in clear, 
concise objectives
2 .50 0 .52 0.46
Includes activities that develop 
object ives
2 . 54 0.53 0. 52
Identifies and plans for individual 
di f ferences
2 .28 0. 82 0 .36
Identifies materials other than 
standard classroom materials as 
needed for lesson
2 .48 0.58 0.49
States methods of evaluation to 
measure learner outcomes
2.40 0 . 54 0 . 37




Reliability Estimates of Component One: Teacher Plans
Effectively for Instruction IFor Special Education)
ATTRIBUTE X SD * R
Specifies learner outcomes in clear, 
concise objectives
2 .51 0.53 0.51
Includes activity/activities that 
develop objectives
2 .52 0.55 0 .40
Identifies materials, other than 
standard classroom materials, as 
needed for lesson
2.48 0 . 55 0.51
States methods of evaluation to 
measure learner outcomes
2.44 0.53 0.36
Develops an Individual Education 
P lan
2.44 0.54 0.59
*R -Squared Multiple Correlation
A L P H A = .84
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Table 8
Reliability Estimates o f Component Two: Teacher Maintains 
Environment
ATTRIBUTE X 3D * R
Organizes available space, 
materials, and/or equipment to 
facilitate learning
2.64 0.51 0.27
promotes a positive learning climate 2.63 0. 52 0.27




Reliability Estimates of Component Three: Teacher Maximizes 
Time
ATTRIBUTE X 3D * R
Manages routines and transitions in 
a timely manner
2 .55 0 . 56 0.40
Manages and/or adjusts allotted time 
for activities planned
2.42 0. 62 0.40
*R'=Squared Multiple Correlation 
A L P H A = .78
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Table 10
Reliability Estimates of Component Four: Teacher Manages
Learner Behavior
ATTRIBUTE X SD *R;
Establishes expectations for learner 
behavlor
2.49 0.58 0.48
Uses monitoring techniques to 
facilitate learning
2 .49 0.58 0.48
*R -Squared Multiple Correlation 
A L P H A - .82
7 9
Table 11
Reliability Estimates af  Component Five:__Teacher Delivers
Instruction
ATTRIBUTE X SD * R
Uses techniques which develop lesson 
ob jectives
2 .43 0. 60 0.41
Sequences lesson to promote learning 2 .48 0 .56 0.48
Uses available teaching materials to 
achieve lesson objectives
2.47 0.59 0.28
Adjusts lesson when appropriate 2. 'JO 0. 64 0. 36
*R =Squared Multiple Correlation 
A L P H A = .7 9
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Table 12
Reliability Estimates of Component Six: Teacher Presents
Content
ATTRIBUTE X SD *R
Teacher Presents Content 2.53 0.54 0,43
Presents accurate subject matter 2 .59 0. 52 0 .48
Relates relevant examples, 
unexpected situations, or current 
events to the content
2.40 0. 64 0.23
Answers questions correctly and/or 
directs students to additional 
sources
2.53 0.53 0 .48




Reliability Estimates of Component Severn Teacher Provides
for Student Involvement
ATTRIBUTE X SD *R"
Accommodates Individual Differences 2.25 0 .66 0.31
Demonstrates ability to communicate 
effectively with students
2 .51 0.56 0 . 2~>
Stimulates and encourages higher 
order thinking at the appropriate 
developmental levels
2 .27 0. 64 0.27
Encourages Student Participation 2.56 0.57 0.29
*R =Squared Multiple Correlation 
A L P H A = .74
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Table 14
Reliability Estimates of Component- Fight-: Teacher Assessees
Student. Progress
ATTRIBUTE X 50 *R
Monitors ongoing performance of 
students
2.47 0.55 0.43
Provides timely feedback to students 
regarding their progress
2.45 0.58 0.43
Uses assessment Techniques 
Effectively
2.47 0 . 54 0.47
Monitors Ongoing Performance of 
Students
2 .44 0 . 52 0.47
Provides timely feedback to students 
regarding their progress
2 . 52 0.54 0.49
*R =Squared Multiple Correlation 
A L P H A = .85
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As seen in Table 15, measures of reliability for scales 
or components, as indicated by Cronbach's alpha, were 
moderate to high with coefficients ranging from 0.68 to 0.85. 
The highest alpha (0.85) pertained to component e i ght. 
(Teacher Assesses Student Progress), which had an alpha of 
0.85, followed by component one (Teacher Plans Effectively 
for Instruction), which had an alpha of 0.84 and component. 
The lowest alpha (0.68) pertained to component two (Teacher 
Maintains Environment). Given the size of the scales, these 
reliability indicators were fairly satisfactory.
Issue I : Gender Bias
Research Question 1. Do male and female assessors differ in 
their overall ratings of assessees?
Hypotheses la. Female assessors rate both male and 
female assessees higher than male assessors.
Table 16 presents the mean of the component scores of 
effective teaching for the four groups related to research 
question number one. It should be noted that since the number 
of items within each component was not the same, the 
component means were not comparable across components.
As Table 16 indicates, female assessors gave an overall 
scale mean rating of 8.52, and male assessors gave an overall 
scale mean rating of 8.43. The overall scale mean was the 
mean of all eight components' ratings. Male and female 





Planning Effectively for Instruction 0.84
Planning Effectively for Instruction 
(Special Education)
0 . 84
Teacher Maintains Environment 0. 68
Teacher Maximizes Time 0.78
Teacher Manager Learner Behavior 0.82
Teacher Delivers Instruction 0.79
Teacher Presents Content 0.79
Teacher Provides for Student Involvement 0. 74
Teacher Assesses Student Progress 0 .85
Table 16




Ai h i i m
Gmdar
Male remale All Male eHi All
Plans X 11. <1 12.09 11.96 11.56 12.42 12.33Effectively S l . 94 2.16 2.13 2.03 2.16 2.16
Maintains X 4.92 5.33 5.26 5.06 5.30 5.27
Environment S . 96 6 .838 .876 . 952 . 904 .910
Maximizes X 4.77 5.04 5.00 4 .96 4.96 4.96Time s 1.10 . 954 . 987 1.09 1 . 10 . 104
Manages X 4.71 5.10 5.03 4 .75 4.97 4.84Behavior s 1.14 . 98 4 1 .03 1.05 1 .08 1.09
Delivers X 9.12 9.92 9.78 9.40 9.93 9.87
Instruction s 1.75 1.79 1.81 1.81 1 .91 1 .91
Presents X 9.78 10.17 10.10 9.97 10.02 10.03
Content s 1.71 1 . 67 1.69 1. 66 1 .85 1.83
Student X 8.83 9.76 9.60 9.14 9.68 9.63
Involvement s 1 .83 1 . 69 I .76 1 . 92 1.83 1 .86
Student 11.66 12.38 12.25 11.60 12.52 12.42
Progress 1. 98 2 . 14 2.13 2.09 2 .15 2.16
Overall Scale 8.14 8.72 8.43 8.31 8.73 8.52
Mean 1.13 1.53 1.17 1.59 1.62 1.27
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ratings of assessees, [F (8, 1037)=0.646;p<.740) 1, although the 
difference was s m a l l .
The overall scale means presented in Table 16 supported 
hypothesis la, demonstrating that female assessors did rate 
both male and female assessors higher than male assessors. 
The overall scale mean rating given by female assessors to 
male assessees was 8.31 and to female assessees was 8.73. The 
overall scale mean rating given by male assessors to male 
assessees was 8.14 and to female assessees was 8.72.
However, when the mean ratings for each of the eight 
components were analyzed individually, the results were 
somewhat different. Male assessors gave female assessees 
higher ratings on 5 of the 8 components (Teacher Maintains 
Environment, Teacher Maximizes Time, Teacher Manages Learner 
Behavior, Teacher Presents Content, and Teacher Provides for 
Student Involvement), whereas female assessors gave female 
assessees higher ratings on only 3 of the % components 
(Teacher Plans Effectively for Instruction, Teacher Delivers 
Instruction, and Teacher Assesses Student Progress) . It is 
apparent that female assessees are rated highest when 
assessed by male assessors. This finding did not entirely 
support hypothesis la.
Despite these trends, a Multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) did not reveal a significant main effect of 
assessor gender [F (8 .1037)-0.646 ; p < .740 ] (Table 17). Hence, 
Hypothesis la should be considered unsupported.
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Research Question 2: Is there a difference in the average
ratings of male and female assessees?
Hypothesis 2a: There is a statistically significant
difference in the mean ratings received by male and 
female assessees.
As Table 16 indicates, there was a difference in the 
average ratings of male and female assessees although the 
difference was small. On the average, the component ratings 
were consistently higher for female assessees, as compared to 
male assessees. Female assessees had an overall scale mean 
rating of 8.73, whereas male assessees had an overall scale 
mean of 8.23. When considering the eight mean component 
ratings individually, female assessees score! higher than 
male assessees across every component. This trend was present 
regardless of the assessor gender. The difference between 
male assessee and female assessee mean component ratings 
ranged between .3 and 1.1 points.
A Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) indicate'! 
a significant main effect of assessee gender 
[F(8,1037)=5.02;p<.001)] which supported hypothesis 2a. 
Following the significant main effect of assessee gender, 
univariate analysis of variance was performed on each of the 
eight dependent variables (Table 17), Results indicated 
significant differences between male and female assessees in 
6 of the 8 components. As Table 17 indicates, significant 
differences were found in components entitled Teacher Plans
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Effectively for Instruction, Maintains Environment, Manages 
Learner Behavior, Delivers Instruction, Provides for Student 
Involvement, and Assesses Student Progress.
Research Question 3: Does the gender of the assessor and the 
assessee interact to influence the performance ratings of 
teaching effectiveness? (That is, do same-sex evaluation 
ratings differ from opposite-sex evaluation ratings?)
Hypothesis 3a: There is a statistically significant 
assessor/assessee gender interaction effect.
A Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) did not 
reveal a significant interaction effect of assessor gender by 
assessee gender [F (8, 1037) = 1. 07;p<:0 . 380) ] (Table 17), 
However, the pattern of mean component ratings illustrated in 
Table 16 indicated that same-sex evaluation ratings differed 
slightly from opposite-sex evaluation r a t i n g s .Under female 
assessor conditions, same-sex evaluation rat in is (female 
assessors with female assessees) were higher than oppusite- 
sex evaluation ratings (female assessors w i t h  male 
assessees). Yet, under male assessor conditions, same-sex 
evaluation ratings (male assessors with male assessees) were 
lower than opposite-sex evaluation ratings (male assessors 
with female assessees). However, across both assessor gender 
conditions (male and female) and in general, same-sex 
evaluations had a lower overal1 scale mean rating cf 8.43, 
whereas opposite-sex evaluations had a slightly higher 
overall scale mean rating of 8.52.
Table 17







Hultivariata Analyaia 5,02* . 646 1 . 07
Univariata Analyaia
1.Plana Effactivaly 16.66 * 1.83 . 126
2.Haintaina Environaant 15.80* .474 1.05
3.Maxiaiiaa Tima 2.04 .285 2.02
4.Managua Bahavior 9.74* . 1 76 . 831
5.Dalivara Inatruction 15.44* .805 . 647
€.Praaanta Contant 1.88 .016 1 . 12
7. Studant Znvolvaauuit 20.21* .52 7 1 . 36
8.Studant Prograaa 17.70* .044 .2 66
*p<.001
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These slight differences in means# however, were not 
statistically significant.
Issue II: Ethnicity Bias
Research Question 4: Do African American and Caucasian
assessors differ in their average ratings of assessees? 
Hypothesis 4a: There is a statistically significant 
difference between the mean ratings given by African 
American and Caucasian assessors.
As Table 18 indicates, African American and Caucasian 
assessors differed in their overall mean ratings of 
assessees. African American assessors gave an overall scale 
mean rating of 8.63, and Caucasian assessors gave an overall 
mean component rating of 8.46. African American assessors 
gave the highest ratings cn 7 of the 8 mean component 
ratings and Caucasian assessors gave the highest ratings on 
1 cf the 8 component ratings. A multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) revealed a significant main effect o t 
assessor ethnicity [F (8, 1037)=1.94;p<0.061) ) (Table 19). This 
statistically significant difference in the ratings given by 
African American and Caucasian assessors supported hypothesis 
4a.
Following the significant multivariate test of assessor 
ethnicity, a univariate analysis of variance was performed on 
each of the eight dependent variables (Table 18) . Results 
indicated significant differences between African American
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and Caucasian assessors in only 1 of the 8 components 
(Teacher Maintains Environment).
Research Question 5: Is there a difference in the average
ratings of African American and Caucasian assessees?
Hypothesis 5a; There is a statistically significant 
difference in the mean ratings received by African 
American and Caucasian assessees.
As Table 18 indicates, there was a difference in the average 
ratings of African American and Caucasian assessees although 
the difference was small. On the average, the component 
ratings were consistently higher for Caucasian assessees, as 
compared to African American assessees.
Caucasian assessees had an overall scale mean rating of 8.72, 
whereas African American assessees had an overall scale mean 
rating of 8.37.
When considering the eight mean component. ratings 
individually, Caucasian assessees scored higher than African 
American assessees in 7 of the 8 components. This trend was 
present regardless of assessor ethnicity. The difference 
between the average component ratings of Caucasian assessees 
and African American assessees ranged between 0.2 and 0.9 
p o i n t s .
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) indicated 
a marginally significant main effect of assessee ethnicity [F 
( 8 , 1037)=1 . 90;p < 0 .055) ] which tentatively supported 
hypothesis 5a. Following this multivariate test of main
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Table 18





White Black All White Black All
Plana X 12.30 11.65 12.3 12.15 11.82 12.06Effectively S 2.18 2.29 2.19 2.10 1 . 94 2.07
Maintains X 5.26 4.98 5.24 5.35 5.37 5.36
Environment S . 906 1.05 . 990 .819 .8 67 .830
Maximises X 4.99 4.68 4.97 5.00 4.91 4.98Tine s 1.06 1.20 1.07 1.06 . 995 1.04
Manages X 4.97 5.00 4.97 5.04 4.87 5.00
Behavior s 1.09 1 .03 1.09 . 994 1.04 1.00
Delivers X 9.89 9.22 9.85 9.96 9.62 9.87Instruction 8 1. 90 1 . 92 1 .91 1 .70 1 .84 1.77
Presents X 10.10 9.27 10.0 10.18 9.84 10.09
Content s 1.78 2.03 1 .81 1 .68 1 . T6 1 .71
Student X 9.64 9.17 9.60 9.72 9.50 9.67
involvement s 1 . 85 1 .87 1 .89 1 . 69 1 .80 1 .72
Student X 12.38 11.89 12.3 12.56 12.00 12.42
Progress s 2 .20 2.13 2.20 1 . 98 2.02 1 . 99
Overall X 8.69 8.23 8.46 8.75 8.50 8.63
Scale Mean 8 1.33 1.40 1.27 1.21 1.22 1.15
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effect, a univariate analysis of variance was performed on 
each of the eight dependent variables (Table 19).
Results indicated significant differences between 
Caucasian and African American assessees in 4 of the 8 
components, and marginally significant differences in another 
2 components. As Table 19 indicated, significant differences 
were found in components entitled", Teacher Plans Effectively 
for Instruction, Maximizes Time, Delivers Instruction, 
Presents Content, Provides for Student Involvement, and 
Assesses Student Progress."
Research Question 6: Does the ethnicity of both the assessor 
and assessee interact to influence the performance ratings of 
teacher effectiveness? (That is, do same-ethnicity evaluation 
ratings differ from opposite-ethnicity evaluation ratings?) 
Hypothesis 6a: There is a statistically significant
assessor/assessee ethnicity interaction effect.
The pattern of mean component ratings illustrated in 
Table 18 indicated that same-ethnicity evaluation ratings 
differed slightly from opposite-ethnicity evaluation ratings. 
Under Caucasian assessor conditions, same-ethnicity 
evaluation ratings (Caucasian assessors with Caucasian 
assessees) were higher than opposite-ethnicity evaluation 
ratings (Caucasian assessors with African American 
assessees). Vet, under African American assessor conditions, 
same-ethnicity evaluation ratings (African American
assessors with African American assessees) were lower than
94
Table 19






Univariate Analysis 1.81* 1.94* 1.40
1.Plans Effectively 3.00* .057 .787
2.Maintains Environment 2 .24 7.08* 2.67
3.Maximises Time 3.76* 1.13 ,054
4.Manages Behavior .401 .054 .9 J 9
5.Delivers Instruction 7.40* 1. 69 .753
6.Presents Content 11.00* 3. 38 1.88
7.Student Involveawnt 3.63* 1.31 .4 75
8.Student Progress 6.19* .492 .02 3
*p<.001
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opposite-ethnicity evaluation ratings (African American 
assessors with Caucasian assessees). Overall scale mean 
component ratings indicated that African American assessors 
evaluating Caucasian assessees gave the highest scores 
(8.75), followed by Caucasian assessors evaluating Caucasian 
assessees (8.69). Lower scores were given when African 
American assessors evaluated African American assessees 
(8.50) and Caucasian assessors evaluated African American 
assessees (8.23) .
Across both assessors ethnicity conditions (Caucasian 
and African American) and in general, same-ethnicity 
evaluations had a higher overall scale mean rating of 8.60, 
whereas opposite-ethnicity evaluations had a lower overall 
sc' i le mean rating of 8. 50, These s 1 ight. differences in 
means, however, were not statistically significant.. A 
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) did net reveal a 
significant interaction effect of assessor ethnicity by 
assessee ethnicity [F (8, 10 37) = 1 . 39;p<0.1 9 M  ] (Table 19). 
Issue III: Role Perception Bias
Research Question 7: is there a difference in the average
ratings given by the three types of assessors (principal, 
master teacher, and external assessors)?
Hypothesis 7a: There is a statistically significant
difference between the mean ratings given by the three 
types of assessors (principal, master teacher, and 
external a s s essor).
Table 20
Mean Component: Ratings Across Assessor Role
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Iffactively 12.10 2.12 12.29
2.17 12.15 2 .24
Maintains
Environment
5.32 .840 5.28 .891 5.12 1.03
Maximizes
Tima
5.01 . 990 5.02 1 .07 4.83 1.18
Manages
Behavior
5.03 1.03 4.95 1 .06 4.92 1.13
Delivers
Instruction
9.91 1.85 9.89 1 .86 9.58 1 . 98
Presents
Content
10.02 1.77 10.16 1.77 9.84 1 .85
Student
Involvement
9.68 1.76 9.60 1 . 82 9.53 1 . 95
Student
Progress
12.43 2.07 12.36 2.18 12.20 2.25
Overall Scale 
Mean 8.68 1.25 8.69
1.30 8.52 1.43
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As Table 2 0 presents, the three types of assessors 
differed in their overall scale mean ratings of assessees, 
although the differences were small. Master teachers gave an 
overall scale mean rating of 8.69, followed by principals 
with a rating of 8.68 and external assessors with a rating of 
8.52. Principals gave the highest ratings on 5 of the 8 mean 
component ratings (Teacher Delivers Instruction, Manages 
Learner Behavior, Delivers Instruction, Provides for Student 
Involvement, and Assesses Student Progress) and Master 
Teachers gave the highest ratings on 3 of the 8 component 
ratings (Teacher Plans Effectively for Instruction, Maximizes 
Time, and Presents Content). External assessors consistently 
gave the lowest ratings across all of the eight components.
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) revealed a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  main effect of assessor type 
(F (8,1037)=1.83;p < 0 .023)] (Table 21), supporting hypothesis 
7a.
Following the significant multivariate main effect of 
assessor type, a univariate analysis of variance was 
performed on each of the eight dependent variables (Table 
21). Results indicated significant differences among 
principals, master teachers, and external assessors in only 
1 of the 8 components. As Table 21 indicates, a significant 








2 .Maintains Environmnt 3.36*
3 .Maxiaisas Tima 2 .13
4 .Managas Bahavior . 947
5.Dalivars Instruction 2.24
6.Frasants Contant 2.27




Research Question 8: If there is a difference in average
ratings given by the three types of assessors, do principals 
give higher average ratings than master teachers and external 
assessors?
Hypothesis 8a: Principals are more lenient in rating 
assessees than other raters', therefore, principals 
will have the highest mean ratings among the three 
types of a s sessors.
As Table 20 indicates, the three types of assessors 
appeared to differ in their overall scale mean ratings of 
assessees as well as in individual component ratings. 
However, the means indicated that principals did not give 
higher average ratings to assessees than master teachers. 
Master teachers qave slightly higher ratings than principals 
and had an overall scale mean rating of 8.69. Principals 
followed with a rating of 8.68 and external assessors with a 
rat ing of 8.^2.
Piscussian far Study I
As the reliability estimates of internal consistency 
(Cronbach's alpha) show, the assessment instrument was 
moderately to highly re liable.
The results from data analyses addressing Issue I 
indicated that the differences in assessment ratings were 
attributable to the assessee gender, and not to the gender of 
the assessor or interaction of the a s s e s s e e ’s and the 
assessor's gender. Female assessees had consistently higher
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ratings than male assessees across every component regardless 
of the assessor gender. We now know that female assessees 
are rated higher, but why? Are female assessees actually 
better teachers than male assessees? Or could it be that 
females, rather than males, are more traditionally viewed as 
classroom teachers?
The results from data analyses addressing Issue II 
indicated that the differences in assessment ratings are
attributable to assessee ethnicity and to assessor ethnicity. 
Caucasian assessees had consistently higher ratings than 
African American assessees across every component regardless 
of the assessor ethnicity. African American assessors 
consistently gave higher assessment ratings regardless of the 
a s s e s s e e 1s ethnicity.
The results from data analyses addressing Issue III 
indicated that the differences in assessment ratings are
attributable to the role assumed by the assessor. However,
role differences were not found across every dependent- 
variable. This makes interpreting role differences rather 
difficult. While there was a statistically significant 
difference in assessment ratings given by the three types of 
assessors, it was not clear with which role the difference 
exists. Individual component ratings appeared to indicate 
that those assessors assuming the role of principal gave
higher ratings across 5 of the 8 components <b3%), yet master
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teachers had a slightly higher overall scale mean component 
rat i n g .
One of the problems associated with Study I was that the 
independent variables (e.g. assessee gender) could not be 
actively manipulated. As such, there could be no case-effect 
link established but only associations between performance 
rat ings and certain independent v a r i a b l e s . Because of the 
conditions in Study I, it was very difficult to determine if 
actual differences in assessment ratings were attributable to 
actual differences in ability or bias. Study II provided the 
additional control needed, as it allowed certain assessment 
situations to be manipulated as Study I could not.
Rtiulta for Study IX 
Issue I: Gender Bias
Research Question 1. Do male and female assessors differ in 
the i r overa 11 ratings of assessees?
Hypotheses la. Female assessors will rate both male 
and female assessees higher than male assessors.
Table 22 presents the mean rating of the four groups. 
As the table indicates, female assessors gave a mean 
effectiveness rating of 2.04 and male assessors gave a mean 
effectiveness rating of 1.98. Male and female assessors 
differed in their overall mean ratings of assessees, although 
the difference was small.
The mean effectiveness ratings presented in Table 22 
supported hypothesis la, demonstrating that female assessors
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rated both male and female assessors hiqher than male 
assessors. The mean effectiveness ratings given by female 
assessors to male assessees was 1.97 and to female assessees 
2.13. The mean effectiveness ratings given by male assessors 
to male assessees was 1.96 and to female assessees 2.00.
It was apparent that female assessees were rated 
highest when assessed by male assessors. However, among male 
assessees, those who were rated by female assessors scored 
slightly higher than those who were rated by male assessors.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) {2X2X2X2X3) did net 
reveal a significant main effect of assessor gender
[F(1,198)^0.98;p<.323)] {Table 23); t herefore, Hypothesis la 
was not s u pported.
Research Question 2: Is there a difference in the average
ratings of male and female assessees?
Hypothesis 2a: There is a stat ist ica 1 ly sigriifr m in­
difference in the mean ratings received by male and
female assessees.
As Table 22 indicates, thete was a difference in the
average ratings of male and female assessees, although the
difference was small. On the average, the effectiveness 
ratings were consistently higher for female assessees, as 
compared to male assessees. Female assessees had a mean 
effectiveness rating of 2.07, whereas male assessees had a 
mean effectiveness rating of 1.96. Female assessees 
consistently scored higher than male assessees regardless of
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Table 22





















Mult i v a r iate Analysis of Variance
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Source F Sin of F
Assessee Gender 0.8 0 . 3 7 2
Assessor Gender o . yft ^ . 323
Assessee Ethnicity 2 .26 . 135
Assessor Ethnicity .00 .962
Assessee Gender X Assessor Gender 0.21 . 647
Assessee Ethnicity X Assessor Ethnicity 2 . b 1 . 111
4-Way Interaction 8.73 .01*
*p<.05
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the assessor's gender. However, the difference between male 
assessee and female assessee mean effectiveness ratings was 
only slight, being approximately 1.1 points.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) did not indicate a
significant main effect of assessee gender [F(1,198 
) =0 . 80; p<-0 . 372) ] and therefore did not support Hypothesis 2a. 
Research Question 3: Do the genders of the assessor and the 
assessee interact to influence the performance ratings of 
teaching effectiveness? (That is, do same-sex evaluation 
ratings differ from opposite-sex evaluation ratings?)
Hypothesis 3a: There is a statistically 
significant assessor/assessee gender interaction 
ef feet.
The pattern of mean component ratings illustrated in
T a b l e  22 indicated that same-sex evaluation ratings differed 
slightly from cpposite-sex evaluation ratings. Under female 
assessor conditions, same-sex evaluation ratings (female 
assessors with female assessees) were illjher than opposite- 
s e e v a l u a t i o n  ratings (female assessors with male
assessees). Yet, under male assessor conditions, same-sex
evaluation ratings (male assessors with male assessees) were 
lower than opposite-sex evaluation ratings (male assessors 
with female assessees). However, across both assessor gender 
conditions (male and female) and, in general, same-sex 
evaluations had a higher mean effectiveness rating of 2,05 
whereas opposite-sex evaluations had a lower mean
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effectiveness rating of 1.99. These slight differences in 
means, however, were not stat. ist ical ly significant.
Mean effectiveness ratings indicated that female 
assessors evaluating female assessees gave the highest scores 
(2.13), followed by male assessors evaluating female 
assessees (2.00). Lower scores were given when female 
assessors evaluate male assessees {1.97) and when ma le 
assessors evaluated male assessees (1.96).
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) did not reveal a 
significant double interaction effect cf assessor gender by 
assessee gender [F(l,198 )=0.241; p < 0 .647) | (Table 23).
However, since the four-way interaction was significant, 
these results should be interpreted cautiously. Testing the 
gender interaction effect within assessee ethnicity found no 
effect for Caucasian assessees [F(1, 198)= 0 . 0 5 ; p < 0 .9180 ] or 
for African American assessees [ F (1,138)=1.21; p < 0 .2720 ! . A 
simple 2X2 ANOVA, similar to that which was used in Study I 
did not result in a significant gender interaction effect 
[F (1,21 3) =0.2 36;p < 0 .6270]
Issue II: Ethnicity Bias
Research Question 4: Do African American and Caucasian
assessors differ in their average ratings of assessees?
Hypothesis 4a: There is a statistically significant
difference between the mean ratings given by African 
American and Caucasian assessors.
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As Table 24 indicates, African American and Caucasian 
assessors differed only slightly in their mean effectiveness 
ratings of assessees. African American assessors gave a mean 
effectiveness rating of 2,03, and Caucasian assessors gave a 
mean effectiveness rating of 2.00. However, an analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) did not reveal a significant main effect of 
assessor ethnicity [F(1, 198)=.000 I (Table 23).
Research Question 5: Is there a difference in the average
ratings of African American and Caucasian assessees?
Hypothesis 5a: There is a statistical1y significant
difference in the mean ratings received by African 
American and Caucasian assessees.
As Table 24 indicates, there was a difference in the 
average ratings of African American and Caucasian assessees 
although the difference was small. On the average, 
effectiveness ratings were consistently hi jher for \:iu :asian 
assessees, as compared to African American assessees. 
Caucasian assessees had a mean effectiveness rating of 2 . 1 L, 
whereas African American assessees had a mean effectiveness 
rating of 1.91. This trend was present regardless of 
assessor ethnicity. The difference between the effectiveness 
ratings of Caucasian assessees and African American assessees 
was only 0.2 of a point.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) did not reveal a 
significant main effect of assessee ethnicity ( (F (1,198 
























Research Question 6: Does the ethnicity of both the assessor 
and assessee interact to influence the performance ratings of 
teacher effectiveness? (That is, do same-ethnicity evaluation 
ratings differ from opposite-ethnicity evaluation ratings?)
Hypothesis 6a: There is a statistically significant
assessor/assessee ethnicity interaction effect.
The pattern of mean component ratings illustrated in 
Table 24 indicated that same-ethnicity evaluation ratings 
differed slightly from opposite-ethnicity evaluation ratings. 
Under Caucasian assessor conditions, same-ethnicity 
evaluation ratings (Caucasian assessors with Caucasian 
assessees) were higher than opposite-ethnicity evaluation 
ratings (Caucasian assessors with African American 
assessees) . Under African American assessor conditions, same- 
ethnicity evaluation ratings (African American assessors 
with African Amer ican assessees > were disc higher rh u; 
opposite-ethnicity evaluation ratings (African Amerioui 
assessors with Caucasian assessees). Overall mean 
effectiveness ratings indicated that Caucasian assessors 
evaluating Caucasian assessees gave the highest scores 
(2.18), followed by African American assessors evaluating 
African American assessees (2.07). Lower scores were given 
when African American assessors evaluated Caucasian assessees 
(2.00) and Caucasian assessors evaluated African American 
assessees (1.80) .
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Across both assessors' ethnicity conditions (Caucasian 
and African American) and same-ethnicity evaluations had a 
higher mean effectiveness rating of 2.13 whereas opposite- 
ethnicity evaluations had a lower mean effectiveness rating 
of 1.90. While there were apparent differences in means, 
they were statistically not significant. Results of an 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) did not support a significant 
double interaction effect of assessor ethnicity by assessee 
ethnicity [F(l,198)=2.57;p<0.11)].
In addition to the two-way interaction effects tested 
within the two-factor ANOVA Design, A four-way interaction 
effect also was tested in a full-factor ANOVA design. The 
highest order interaction effect (Assessee Gender by Assessor 
Gender by Assessee Ethnicity by Assessor Ethnicity) was 
significant F (1, 198)=8.73;p < 0 .01) . When a significant four­
way interaction effect in the full-factor ANOVA design was 
found, tests of simple effects were conducted. Testing the 
ethnicity interaction effect within assonsee and assessor 
gender found significant effect for female assessors 
[F(l,198)=6.73;p<0.01)] and also for male assessees 
[F (1, 198)=9. 39;p<0.01) } (Table 23).
Supplemental data analyses using a traditional two 
factor ANOVA similar to the one used in Study I was 
conducted. The traditional two factor ANOVA revealed a 
significant (Assessee Ethnicity by Assessor Ethnicity) 
interaction effect [F(l,3)=3.79;p<0.053). In the full four
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factor ANOVA, this interaction effect was found in male 
assessees and female assessors separately.
Discussion for Study II
Utilizing a strictly experimental design in Study 
II, the effect of gender and ethnicity on the assessment 
process was clearly determined. While the gender, ethnicity, 
and ability level of the teacher were held constant, 
assessors still differed in their ratings of the teacher. 
While the differences in the assessment ratings were not 
statistically significant they were of practical relevance. 
Having removed all other confounding elements, differences in 
assessment ratings were the result of systematic errors in 
measurement and observation is "bias". In Chapter 1 of this 
paper, bias was described as an inclination or preference 
that interferes with impartial judgement. This preference was 
noticeable when the results of Study II were considered, but 
was not so easily recognizable within Study I.
The results of this experimental study were guit.e 
interesting. While the findings from data analyses addressing 
Issue I did not show that the differences in effectiveness 
were attributable to the gender of the assessor or assessee 
nor to the interaction of both the a s s e s s e e 1 s and the 
assessor's, gender, there were some notable observations.
While there were no significant effects related to 
gender, the pattern of effectiveness ratings was 
confirmatory. Consistent with Study I, female assessors gave
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higher ratings than male assessors, and female assessees 
received higher ratings than male assessees.
The hierarchy of mean ratings among male and female 
assessors and assessees in Study II was an exact replica of 
those in Study I. As in Study I, mean effectiveness ratings 
indicated that female assessors evaluating female assessees 
gave the highest scores, followed by male assessors 
evaluating female assessees. Lower ratings followed with 
female assessors evaluating male assessees and male assessors 
evaluating male assessees.
Another gender-specific pattern that is worthy of note 
was that of same-sex and opposite-sex evaluations. Confirming 
what was revealed in Study I, Study II also produced higher 
same-sex evaluations and lower opposite-sex evaluations. In 
fact, in Study I, under female-assessor conditions, same-sex 
evaluation ratings were higher than opposite-sex evaluation 
ratings and under male assessor conditions, same-sex 
evaluation ratings were 1ower than opposite-sex evaluation 
ratings. Study I findings were confirmed by Study II.
The findings from data analyses addressing Issue II did 
not conclude that the differences in effectiveness were 
attributable to the ethnicity of the assessor or assessee but 
rather to the interaction of both the assessee's and the 
assessor's ethnicity.
As was found in Study I, Study 11 revealed that 
Caucasian assessees receive higher ratings than African
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American assessees and African American assessors gave 
higher ratings than Caucasian assessors. Again, it is 
satisfactory to find consistent confirmatory results. While 
the ethnicity-specific patterns such as same-ethnicity and 
opposite-ethnicity evaluation patterns were slightly 
different than those found in Study I, they were still
important. Study II indicated that Caucasian assessors
evaluating Caucasian assessees gave the highest ratings,
followed by African American assessors evaluating African 
American assesses. This pattern of results clearly showed 
that higher effectiveness ratings were being given to 
assessees who were similar in ethnicity to the assessor. This 
finding was indicative of "intergroup theory" or "positivity 
bias theory," which was discussed in Chapter 2 of this paper. 
These theories provided the rationale that higher ratings 
were given for same group ratees.
In conclusion, the pattern of results found in Study II 
extend and confirm those found in Study I. Assessors and
assessees of differing gender and ethnicity were consistently 
behaving in the same manner. However, due to the smaller 
sample size, cell size, and limited number of dependent 
variables in Study II, meaningful, statistically significant 
differences were not revealed as they were in Study I.
In summary, it is assessee gender, assessee ethnicity, 
assessor ethnicity, and assessor role which contributed to 
differences in assessment ratings. While the mean differences
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appeared to be only slight, they were large enough to produce 
statistically significant differences. These findings were 
important in that they supported the idea of bias within 
assessment systems. Differences in assessment ratings 
resulting from one's gender, ethnicity, and role may be the 
direct result of biases. It is clear that there was strong 
support for ethnic bias, gender bias, and role bias within 
the Louisiana Teacher Assessment Program.
CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS
The reform movement in teacher education continues to 
focus upon stringent performance evaluation and appraisal 
systems. Demand for teacher accountability, coupled with 
powerful political initiatives, has led to the development 
and legislatively enacted teacher-assessment s y s tems. It is 
quite apparent that states and local districts are diligently 
working to devise and implement methods and programs of 
teacher evaluation. However, it is questionable whether or 
not these teacher evaluation systems are providing unbiased 
informat i o n .
As has been mentioned in previous chapters, any system 
which relies on observation as a primary mechanism for rating 
performance may be affected by the limits inherent in 
observational methods. Bias is one of the most obvious and 
limiting phenomena associated with observational techniques 
and is quite difficult to control. The concept of bias, 
particularly as a possible contaminator of assessment ratings 
utilized in performance evaluation, was the focus of this 
research as well.
This study addressed the notion of performance 
evaluation as a "type of social percept ion";therefore it 
inevitably entails "forming beliefs about the quality of a 
person's task performance based upon perceptions of the 
person's activities (Foschi & Lawler, 1994).”
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Unfortunately, our reliance on human instruments and their 
perceptions of performance may lead to biases. These 
perceptual biases, in turn, may affect performance 
evaluations. Perceptual biases involving social 
characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, and role are among 
t h e s e .
Two studies were done to explore the possibility of such 
bias. One was an ex-post-facto study of teacher-evaluation 
results in Louisiana. The other was an experimental study 
with the same group of evaluators as in the first study, but 
with an experimentally manipulated evaluation situation.
Study II was important for many reasons. First, the 
experimental design provided the additional control needed to 
actively manipulate independent variables to strengthen the 
eause-and-effeet relationship. Under the conditions of Study 
I, it was difficult to determine if differences in assessment 
ratings were attributable to actual differences in ability 
and performance or to bias. Study II utilized experimental 
teaching situations, which did not occur normally, in the 
pilot; therefore, it provided a sound alternative to 
analyzing assessment ratings for subgroups of the population 
which was not available in Study I (i.e., black males). 
Secondly, it enabled effectiveness ratings to be analyzed for 
specific combinations of assessors and assesses which were 
not so easy to determine in Study I .
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The results of both studies confirmed the existence of 
some bias in the assessment process. Statistically 
significant differences were noted in performance evaluation 
attributable to assessee gender, assessee ethnicity, assessor 
ethnicity, and assessee role. Assessment data revealed that 
female assessees were consistently rated higher than male 
assessees and that female assessors consistently rated 
assessees higher than male assessors. However, male assessors 
were found to give higher ratings to female assessees than 
female assessors. The presence of gender bias is not 
particularly surprising, as an extensive review of the 
literature reveals that it occurs within many disciplines 
and environments. However, there has been very little 
empirical research documenting gender bias within classroom 
contexts, which adds to the value of these findings. In 
accordance with the findings of Feldman (198 1) ; Basow and 
Distenfield (1985); Basow and H awe ( 1 987) females were 
consistently rated higher than males. As in many other 
studies, the findings from Study I support the unfortunate 
reality of gender bias.
Assessment data also revealed that Caucasian assessees 
were consistently rated higher than African American 
assessees and that African American assessors consistently 
rated assessees higher than Caucasian assessors. Again, when 
considering the ethnicity of the assessor in conjunction with 
the ethnicity of the assessee, African American assessors
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were found to give higher ratings to Caucasian assessees than 
Caucasian assessors did. Finding this second form of bias 
supports previous research.
While bias in any form is bad, ethnicity bias is one of 
the more sensitive and highly publicized issues affecting 
employment opportunities. Unlike gender bias, ethnicity bias 
and its relationship to -job performance evaluation has been 
thoroughly documented (Greenhaus and Parasuraman, 1993; 
Hartocchio and Whitener, 1992; Kraiger and Ford, 
1990).Research addressing issues of ethnicity and bias in 
teacher assessment and evaluation is limited, which, again, 
adds to the value of these findings.
As has been mentioned, the effect of assessor's role has 
been revealed. Although the differences wete small, results 
indicated that the three types of assessors differed in their 
performance ratings of assessees. Supporting previous 
research (Cronin and Capie, 1986; Ellett and Capie, 1985; 
Ellett, Teddlie and Niak, 1991; Kelly, 1985), principals and 
other on-campus evaluators (master teachers) gave higher 
performance ratings than off-campus (external assessors) 
evaluators. This is a very important finding because it 
clearly supports the concerns of fellow researchers that 
closer examination of the role a person serving as a 
per f ormance assessor is needed (Ellett s. Capie, 1985; 
Acheson, Smith & Stuart, 1986; Garland, 1989).
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Statistical Significance and Practical Significance
Although statistically significant differences in 
assessment ratings were found in Study I, the magnitude of 
effects was relatively small. Small differences in assessment 
means may have little or no practical significance even 
though they may be significant in the statistical sense. What 
is of importance is the pattern of findings from both 
studies. In both studies the pattern of assessment ratings 
for all three issues was consistent. While Study IT failed to 
reveal any statistically significant effects, the consistency 
of the findings was the connecting link.
When considering both studies, if is possible that 
intensive training of observers reduced the bias due to 
gender and/or ethnicity. However, the fact that some residual 
degree of bias was still present points to the methodological 
and practical need for caution when using observation. It is 
me t h o d o 1ogi c a 1ly and practically important that an 
examination of the possibility of gender, ethnicity, or role 
biases be conducted because they may distort assessment 
results .
If large-scale state-wide appraisal systems are 
implementing costly teacher-assessment programs, 
consideration must be given to the most cost-effective 
approach. If the intent is to establish and maintain a valid 
teacher assessment program, then issues of bias must be 
addressed prior to implementation. If a seven-day rigorous
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assessor training program is devised for purposes of 
attaining assessor reliability, than what does that say about 
the training components when bias in assessment ratings still 
remains?
It is quite evident that even well-trained assessors had 
slight biases while conducting performance assessment. Given 
the intent of the assessor training, bias is still active in 
the assessment process. It seems no amount of "bias 
awareness" training can fully remove inherent biases that 
individuals bring to performance assessment situations.
The findings and significance of both studies are of 
importance when considered separately as well as jointly. 
When considered separately, they are methodologically sound 
and comprehensive works which strengthen and add value to the 
limited empirical research which has been conducted in 
classroom contexts. When considered as a joint eftoit, t h^se 
studies offer a solid new approach to addressing issues of 
gender, ethnicity, and role biases within educational 
environments. While the assessment literature reveals that 
there have been a number of studies conducted over the past, 
twenty years, these studies provide only small pieces of a 
much larger puzzle. This research effort systematically 
incorporates gender, ethnicity, and role effects, using more 
that one methodological approach (e.g., causal comparative 
and experimenta 1) and more than one mode of inquiry (e.g.,
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observational and survey). These studies have also used more 
than one mode of instrumentation, analysis, and sample size. 
Implications
While the magnitude of effects were rather small, these 
results still point to potential bias within the assessment 
process. Given the confines of the studies (i.e., limited 
sample and limited observations), what do these findings mean 
in a larger context? Are we to assume that all teacher- 
assessment systems are biased or that all assessors are 
biased? Are we to accept these biases, tolerating their 
existence as an unavoidable circumstance?
Given the many differing teacher assessment systems
across the country, it would be rather difficult to make any
generalizations based on these studies. Not only will the
conditions and limitations of each study vary, so will the
true teaching ability of the assessee.
To complicate matters, assessment is only a "perception" 
or "observation" of a performance or ability. Based on the 
Classical Theory of Reliability (Crocker & Algina, 1990) the 
"observed" or "perceived" score is made up of the applicant's 
true score plus any error. We will never know an assessee's 
"true" score, only the "observed" score. When we add error, 
such as measurement error, to the true score then add known 
biases into the error component, the observed score becomes 
even more distorted.
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When bias exists and true measures of performance do 
not, the likelihood that accurate inferences will be made 
decreases. For instance, females assessees received higher 
ratings possibly because they were just better teachers than 
males; therefore, the issue of bias in assessment ratings 
become even more difficult to assess.
One of the more important aspects is that differences 
were small and, therefore, the resulting biases may be 
minimal and tolerable. A possible implication may be that 
given more observations, these particular differences may 
level out, thereby minimizing, if not eliminating, any 
b i a s e s .
Another implication resulting from this study may be 
that perhaps bias may not have been found in htudy I, if the 
assessor assignment had been random. Unfortunately, the 
establishment of the assessment team varies, as the procedure 
is sometimes based on immediate needs, availability, and 
local politics. When assessors were randomly assigned in 
otudy II, there were only slight biases in assessment 
r a t i n g s .
Another imp1icat ion may be the number of assessors 
assigned to any one assessment team. It may be that an 
increase in the number of assessors, and therefore 
observations, may affect the assessment ratings by minimizing 
differences. The number of assessors assigned to an 
assessment team was a politically motivated decision, as were
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many other decisions, rather than a psychometrica11y 
motivated d e c i s i o n .
One of the possible ways to reduce the biases may be not 
to rely strictly on observational measures. Perhaps more 
accountable measures need to be explored. It may be that more 
objective, less intrusive, methods such as video cameras and 
observational coding schedules or self-report measures need 
to be explored. Perhaps class observations can be used in 
conjunction with other methods. A multi-method approach would 
create a more realistic idea of the teacher's ability. As the 
criticism has been made, six one-hour, pre-announced 
classroom visits may not be adequate. Essentially what the 
assessor is getting is a controlled "snap-shot" of the 
classroom teacher's ability. In addition, with scheduled 
preannounced visits, the teacher may have rehearsed the 
lesson enough to give a polished performance or a good show, 
rather than a "typical" teaching demonstration.
Both studies clearly illustrated the need to more 
closely examine our current teacher-assessment systems. All 
local and state teacher assessment systems should be 
extensively reviewed for bias periodically, but checking for 
bias is not enough. How bias, if any, affects outcome 
measures and the implications that follow will need to be 
fully explored. In addition, alternative measures of 
decreasing or resolving bias in teacher-assessment systems 
will need to be developed and implemented.
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As the nation moves toward teacher-assessment systems 
that rely on observational rating performances, one must be 
prepared to extrapolate true assessment ratings from those 
that are confounded by biases. Differences in assessment 
ratings are tolerable, but not if they are the result of 
gender, ethnicity, or role biases rather than true 
differences in assessees performance.
General Limitations of the Studies 
Study I
The major limitation of Study I is within the assessment 
data. The LTAI used a three-point rating scale. As such, the 
ratings had a small range and a small variance. The nature of 
the assessment system is to decrease any naturally occurring 
variance. Variance is decreased by limiting the range of the 
rating scale, the number of assessors, the number of 
observations, and by encouraging the assessors t" utilize a 
uniform rationalized rating scale.
Another limitation that is related to assessment ratings 
is the manner in which assessment reams were composed. 
Although there was a uniform nomination process by which 
assessors were selected, how they were assigned to the 
assessee's team varies. It is possible that the manner or 
process by which teams are comprised may be biased in itself, 
leading to bias within assessment ratings.
Another limitation of Study I was that only one year 
(two semesters) of assessment data was available to analyze.
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Despite the fact that these were the only data that actually 
impacted certification decisions, a longer period of 
observation would yield more reliable data. By analyzing only 
one semester of data, the number of available observations 
and assessment ratings was limited and the ability to 
generalize the results was also limited. Having only one 
semester of data to analyze, it was difficult to determine if 
any bias in assessment that may have occurred was an isolated 
event or if it was a part of a pattern within the assessment 
process. The patterns that have been established in the 
studies are important to future analysis.
Another limitation which was related to the pilot sample 
was the wi 11 ingness of the LEAS and its personnel 
participating in the pilot. While a sub-sample of 20 LEAS 
agreed to participate in the pilot, it miaht be that these 
LEAs greatly differed from the other LEAs who did not. agree 
to participate. Since participating in the pilot was 
voluntary, perhaps those LEAs and their personnel who agreed 
to participate were different in a way that would be 
essential to the findings of this st u d y . it cou Id be that 
those LEAs who volunteered to participate had excellent 
teachers who had no reluctance to being assessed, whereas the 




While most of the participants from the pilot <1993- 
1994) continued assessing during implementation (1994-1996), 
those who continued to assess were required to attend a three 
day update training session. The three-day update training 
session re-oriented the assessors to the assessment process 
and the instruments, and, more importantly, extensively 
Leviewed the assessment criteria, L C E T . No data is available 
for assessors for Study II who received the additional 
assessor training.
Another possible limitation may be the jenera 1izabi1 ity 
of the findings from Study II. Study I used actual assessment 
results from authentic classroom observations. Study II used 
assessment results in response to a hypothetical scenario; 
the process of assessment might, have been different across 
the two studies. In other words, there might he a discrepancy 
in what ratings of effectiveness assessors actually gav^ and 
what they "think" they gave.
A final limitation could be the sample size. Given that 
Study II had only 214 observations covering 16 experimental 
stimuli conditions, the actual cell sizes were moderately 
small. A  larger sample might have produced different 
findings. It may be that, given more African American 
assessors, the effects related to ethnicity would be 
di f ferent.
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Given the above-mentioned limitations, the need for 
future modifications or improvement is evident. First, more 
repeated observations would greatly improve the credibility 
of the studies and the inferences made from the studies. 
Whi le these studies focused on the pilot data, the next
logical step would be to analyze the full-scale assessment 
data from the first year of implementation. The actual 
assessment program, rather than the pilot program, would 
provide the next researcher with a much larger and more
representative sample with which to study bias.
Another area for improvement may lie in the actual 
methodology employed. Given more data to analyze, trend
analysis may be quite feasible. How are the assessee's 
ratings over time and how does bias function over extended 
periods? It would be interesting to look at assessment 
differences over assessment semesters or even ever years.
It may also be interesting to develop and validate a 
parallel form assessment instrument or perhaps identify 
variables that correlate or predict success on L T A I . Perhaps 
a t e a c h e r ' s col lege GPA or NTE score could be a valid
predictor of performance on the LTAI. If so, researchers may 
want to use these measures in conjunction with assessment 
results in multivariate analysis to better determine the 
teacher 1s level of competence.
To replicate this study as it has been described in this 
paper would be beneficial but there is certainly room for
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extension and expansion. It could be very important to 
analyze both local teacher evaluation data and state teacher 
evaluation data. Both assessment systems utilize the same 
LCET assessment criteria and the same rating scale but for 
different reasons. The local teacher-assessment program, on 
the other hand, is for continued employment, contract 
purposes, and teacher accountability purposes. The state 
teacher assessment program is purely for certification and 
licensing purposes. It would be interesting to see if state 
assessment results are consistent with local assessment
r e s u l t s . Are teachers being cons istently assessed, or does 
the reason behind the assessment affect the assessment
rat ings?
Another important issue to explore is teacher
accountability. Since local teacher evaluation is for new as 
well as experienced teachers, how do their assessment ratings 
compare? Are experienced teachers' more competent than new 
teachers? Are the experienced teachers performances "up to 
par" given the length of time they have been out of
curriculum and instruction courses when compared to the more 
recently educated new teachers? The issue of competence among 
teachers, regardless of age and experience, continues to be 
of interest.
Additional Questions
In designing these studies, many questions evolved. One 
of the most basic yet controversial questions is that of pre-
1 2 9
existing prejudice and/or bias. A baseline, general measure 
of prejudice and/or bias, prior to assessment would perhaps 
provide the researcher with a better framework to analyze the 
assessment results. If it is known how an assessor regards 
women or African Americans in general, prior to conducting 
teacher assessment, might we have a better understanding of 
what that assessors' observation ratings mean? While an 
instrument measuring prejudice and/or bias may seem rather 
obvious, intrusive, deceptive, or even inappropriate, it
could very well shed some light on assessment ratings.
Another question relating to bias lies within the 
history of the teaching profession. Early education classes 
reveal that females have always been traditionally placed in 
teaching roles. Females were considered to be fit for
teaching due to their care-giving abilities and maternal,
nurturing instincts. Males, however, were not. When 
considering the gender-related patterns from both studi.es, 
perhaps this historic concept of gender and teaching plays an 
important role. It is possible that female assessees received 
higher assessment ratings from both male and female assessors 
because the assessors viewed female teachers as being 
naturally better teachers.
Another question directly related to assessment ratings 
is the order of assessment. Could the order in which an
assessor conducted an assessment affect ratings? If it 
follows that principals and master teachers are more lenient
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evaluators and they rate last, are their ratings going to be 
higher than those who rate first? And if so, are these 
ratings a reflection of the assessees' natural progression 
towards improvement or the order of assessor? An order effect 
would be an interesting aspect to explore.
Another question of interest is that of objectivity 
with regard to bias. If objectively is regarded as a myth, 
(as Scriven (1988) does) then bias is to be expected. 
However, if we hold the idea of objectivity as being 
attainable, what can we do to ensure objectivity? Can we 
ensure objectivity through extensive awareness training? Is 
objectivity attained as a result of limited experiences, or 
is objectivity ensured through constant re-focus and effort? 
The possibility of maintaining objectivity when there is a 
reliance on people to perform as human instruments measuring 
performance remains questionable.
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My name ia Shana Scfauytca cad I am a doctoral atudom ia Frtttradonri R ourrb 
Methodology at Louisiana Stato University. 1 am cunoody washing oa tha coUacrian of my 
dissonarion leraarch uadar dm guidance of Or. Abbaa Tashakfcori. My mmanfa tddraw t the 
percepdoaaa.^ aadtudae of eflbcdve teaching behaviors and pmctioas. As an oduemor, your input 
is dasparmaly needed and censorial to ride ana of midy. The fenrimofririsiaaaanh will bo banaficial 
in ftatharingom undemanding of haw iaatnirti one! aadaM aim dm panow lpam eteeflbctivc 
teaching smsgiss.
Several weeks ago I wrote to year achool au p e rin fa li mueariag patmireioo w runey
 » — ^—*—|—»— rir~!r ‘— J ~Trml nfflra tmplirrna "HWaj im Benin
Having been given parmiaaiim to conduct mgr draineda« leeaarch ia your district, I am cow 
requesting your portidparion which uiUI taka oidy a Ibw ndaame of your rim*
Enclosed b a two page rurvey instrument developed to midy the poccepdooa end ottjtBdca 
of effective teaching behaviors and pracdcm. The survey will taka you knJbMLliJDimgm to 
complete and vmuld ideally bo completed during your picpamdnapnind Tha iaaannaam conflam 
of a detailed deecripdoo of a classroom teaching scenario and a reaponaalban. A te  yoo have 
compiaied leading tha rlmaroom teaching scenario on page one you an  aafcod to teapoodoo page 
two by taring the teacher's perceived level of aflhedvanam For pmpoose of dria savoy, an eflbcdve 
teacher is one whose teaching anbudaa. snmgisa. practices and behaviors icauk in positive laming 
outcomes and succaaam. The acmes of all districts, rehash, principals, and teachers who 
parrtripare In the surrey wig remain reufldeeriel No one but the researcher wig knew whkh 
schools and districts participosed ia the study. The reeahi of the eflbrihrineas sonray will also 
remain eon fid eo Hal,
By undcnmndh^ the rarionaim behind teacher behavior in the classroom environment, the 
ultima* goal of eflbcdve teaching snaegias will bo met Therefore. I am requesting your
coopcndoo in filling out this brief survey. Pleaae return only die response peg* t page 21 of the 
survey by February 11, IMS ueing the self rrirbeimd samped enveloped thm I have enclosed for 
your convenience.
Your coopamrina is giomty ^predated and your input is vital. [ thank you in advance for your
paniciparioo and look fenmrd to hearing from you.
Shana N. Scfauytca
Sham X Schuyttm 
J 77S-A Boulevard D* Provtnct 
Baton Jtoug*. Li ‘OB 16 
<50412m3-08t0
District Permission Form for Research Project
Permission is given for Shana N. Schuyten to conduct a survey of eopsrieoced teachcn. 
principals, and central office personnel in selected schools within our disofct. The purpose of 
this research is to fulfill her dissertation requirements. All ponjeipanu' responses will be 
confidential and participant and district information will not be identified as to any specific 
district. Twenty districts across the state of Louisiana will participate ia this research effort. 
The researcher. Shana N. Schuyten. will be the only one with access to individual surveys, 
which will be anonymous at the participant level.
Henae return by January 24* IMS
Public School District___
Superintendent s Signature 
Date: ______________
NOTE: All responses wiH be confidential at the participant, school and district level.
So one or organization will have access to the individual district, school or 
participant information etcept the researcher.
Any description given of this study should be very brood so as not to 
influence participant's rsepaunos to the survey.
If you have any or concerns, please call Shana N. Schuv ten at < '041 2" 3-08(10.
Please tmil to : Shana N. Schuyten
177 VA Boulevard De Province 
Baton Rouge. LA 70S 16
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2) Wtol 4* y n  — Mar M k« Mn. Jams' UiMXBMIB T m U ^  litw tirT
4) Wh*tai|htilfhavfd«MMhmiu|fel ■»» rifcrtMy?
F*r papum f wllirtln dw ipi>Ui lafinuiln, pi— m  napwd — ih* Mbwtefi
5) Typ« if—kwl fM «wna4p H— k lit
Elm— nr MUdW Jr. H3pk School____ H i*kSchoo*_ ComNnarion____
6) Fri— y— >i—«(«)y—  t— ______________________________
7) A h | w fiwlw n i
>) S ts : Mato Ftm ito____
9) Ram  Aftte— American  Hispnic A*i— O itar_
IP) A «tt 20-23_____ 26*30____  31-33____  36-40____  41-43____
46-30____  31*33____  33 ♦_____
VITA
Mrs. Shana Lewitt Schuyten was born on November 13, 
1969, in Nashville, Tennessee, the only daughter of A1 lan 
Jacob Lewitt and Sharon Ellett Lewitt. After graduating from 
Robert E. Lee High School (Baton Rouge, Louisiana.) in 1987, 
she accepted an academic scholarship to attend Newcomb 
College at Tulane University, where she was a member of the 
varsity swim team. Four years later, Shana earned a B.A. 
degree with a major in psychology.
Shana's next academic endeavor began only three months 
later when she enrolled at Louisiana State University to 
pursue a doctoral degree in Educational Research Methodology 
within the College of Education. Shana was the recipient of 
a graduate teaching and research assistantship for three 
years during her pursuit.
Upon completing the majority of her coursework, she 
accepted an appointment to the Louis iana Department of 
Education as a Psychometrician in the Bureau of Professional 
Accountability, where she was employed for a year and a half. 
Upon leaving the Department of Education, Shana gained 
employment as an Educational Specialist for SERVE! Mid City, 
a federally and locally funded Americorps program serving the 
children of the Baton Rouge Mid City Area. Shana remains 
employed as an Educational Specialist.
After four long and trying years of personal commitment, 
sacrifice, and dedicated study, Shana will be receiving her
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long-awaited degree in August of 1995. Shana will have 
finally and successfully attained her lifelong goal.
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